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SENATE 
FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 15, 1963 

(Legislative day of Tuesday, October 22, 
1963) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the President pro tem
pore. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

O God, infinite in mercy, love, and 
power: We come knowing that apart 
from Thee, all is vanity, that all other 
cisterns are empty and broken, and in 
Thee, alone. is the fountain of life. 

At this noontide altar of the Nation's 
faith, we seek Thy guidance and a sense 
of Thy nearness. Deliver us, we pray, 
from the sophistries of the cynical and 
the inclination of our own wayward 
hearts to self-deceit. 

Grant that our hearts may be shrines 
of prayer, our personalities centers of 
contagious good will, our homes nurseries 
of virtue, and our Nation an inspiring 
-bulwark for the oppressed and a flaming 
beacon of hope whose beams shall bat
tle the darkness in all the earth. 
· We ask it in the Redeemer's name. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. ~Lrn~FIELD, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, 
November 14, 1963, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed a bill (H.R. 8864) to 
carry out the obligations of the United 
States under the International Coffee 
Agreement, 1962, signed at New York on 
September 28, 1962, and for other pur
poses, in which it requested the concur
rence of the Senate. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
The bill (H.R. 8864) to carry out the 

obligations of the United States under 
the International Coffee Agreement, 
1962, signed at New York on September 
28, 1962, and for other purposes, was 
read twice by its title and referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
BUSINESS 

On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, it was order~d that 

tee on Internal Security of the Commit
tee on the Judiciary was authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
today. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of executive business, to con
sider the nominations on the Executive 
Calendar. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration 
of executive business. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If 
there be no reports of committees, the 
nominations on the Executive Calendar 
will be stated. 

U.S. ARMY 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to read sun

dry nominations in the U.S. Army. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that these nom
inations be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nominations will be 
considered en bloc; and, without objec
tion, they are confirmed. 

U.S. AIR FORCE 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to read sun

dry nominations in the U.S. Air Force. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that these nom
inations be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nominations will be 
considered en bloc; and, without objec
tion, they are confirmed. 

U.S. MARINE CORPS 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to read sun

.dry nominations in the U.S. Marine 
Corps. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that these nomi
nations be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nominations will be 
considered en bloc; and, without objec
tion, they are confirmed. 

U.S. NAVY 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to read sun

dry nominations in the U.S. Navy. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that these nomi
nations be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nominations will be 
considered en bloc; and, without objec
tion, they are confirmed. 

there be a morning hour, with state- A_ RMY AND AIR FORCE NOMINA
ments limited to 3 minutes. 

COMMI'ITEE MEETING DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Upon request by Mr. MANsFIE:tD, and 
by unanimous consent, the Subcommit-

TIONS PLACED ON THE SECRE-
TARY'S DESK 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to read sun

dry nominations in the Army and in the 
Air Force which had been placed on the 
Secretary's desk. 

· Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr~ President, I 
ask unanimous consent that these nomi
nations be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nolninations will be 
considered en bloc; and, without objec
tion,.they are confirmed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Presi
dent be immediately notified of the con
firmation of all these nominations. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out obJection, the President will be no
tified forthwith. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
On motion of Mr. MANSFIELD, the Sen

ate resumed the consideration of legisla
tive business. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the order previously entered, morning 
business, under a 3-minute limitation, is 
now in order. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate the following letters, 
which were ref erred as indicated: 
REPORT ON FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS PROGRAM

EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIES 

A letter from the Deputy Assistant Sec
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the Federal Contributions 
Program-Equipment and Facilities, for the 
quarter ended September 30, 1963 (with an 
accompanying report); to the Committee _on 
Armed Services. 
REPORT ON LIQUIDATION ACTIVITIES OF RECON

STRUCTION FINANCE CORPORATION 

A letter from the Administrator, General 
Services Administration, Washington, ·n.c., 
reporting, pur·suant to law, on the liquida
tions activities of the Reconstruction Fi
nance Corporation, for the quarter ended 
September 30, 1963; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 
REPORT ON PROVISION OF WAR RISK INSURANCE 

AND CERTAIN MARINE AND LIABILITY INSUR
ANCE FOR AMERICAN PuBLIC 

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
the provision of war risk insurance and cer
tain marine and liability insurance for the 
American public, as of September 30, 1963 
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce. · 
AMENDMENT OF SHIPPING AcT, 1916, To PROVIDE 

EXEMPTION OF CERTAIN TERMINAL LEASES 
FROM PENALTIES 

A letter from the Chairman, Federal Mari
time Commission, Washington, D.C., trans
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to 
amend the provisions of section 15 of the 
Shipping Act, 1916, to provide for the ex
emption of certain terminal leases from pen
alties (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on Commerce. 
REPORT ON UNNECESSARY COSTS INCURRED BY 

LEASING RATHER THAN PURCHASING ELEC
TRONIC DATA PROCESSING EQUIPMENT AT 
WHITE SANDS MISSILE RANGE, N. MEX. 

A letter from the Comptroller General · of 
the United States; transmitting, pursuant to 
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law, a report on the unnecessary costs in
curred by leasing rather than purchasing 
electronic data processing equipment at 
White Sands Missile Range, N. Mex., Depart
ment of the Army, dated November 1963 
(with an accompanying report); to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 
AMENDMENT OF 18 U.S.C. 1114, RELATING TO 

AsSAULTS AND HOMICIDES 
A letter from the Acting Secretary of Agri

culture, transmitting a draft of proposed leg
islation to amend 18 U.S.C. 1114, relating to 
assaults and homicides, and for other pur
poses (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 
REPORT ON HEALTH AND SAFETY STUDY OF 

METAL AND NONMETAL MINES 
A letter from the Secre"tary of the Interior, 

transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
the health and safety study of metal and 
nonmetal mines (with an accompanying re
port); to the Committee on Labor and Pub
lic Welfare. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
Petitions, etc., were laid before the 

Senate, and ref erred as indicated: 
By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 

A resolution adopted by the Commission
er's Court of Hudspeth County, Tex., en
dorsing the opening of a port of entry at 
Fort Hancock, in the State of Texas, from 
6 a.m. to 10 p.m.; to the Committee on For
eign Relations. 

A petition signed by William L. Secrist, 
and sundry other citizens of the State of 
Illinois, praying ·for the enactment of legis
lation to provide an amendment to the Con
stitution of the United States permitting 
prayer and the reading of the Bible in educa
tional institutions; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. TALMADGE: 
S. 2308. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Rose 

Esther Benant, nee Rosenberg; and 
S. 2309. A bill for the relief of Mr. Miklos 

Janos Toth; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MUNDT: 
B. 2310. A bill to prohibit any guaranty by 

the Export-Import Bank or any other agency 
of the Government of payment of obligations 
at Communist countri{)S; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MUNDT when he 
introduced the above b1ll, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina: 
S. 2311. A bill to provide for the prepara

tion and printing of compilations of mate
rials relating to annual national high school 
and college debate topics; to the Committee 
on Rules and Administration. 

(See the remarks of Mr. JoRDAN of North 
Carolina when he introduced the above bill, 
which appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. McCARTHY: 
S. 2312. A b111 to clarify the meaning of 

"section 38 property" in the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1954; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

PREPARATION AND PRINTING OF 
COMPILATIONS OF MATERIALS 
RELATING TO ANNUAL NATIONAL 
moH SCHOOL AND COLLEGE DE
BATE TOPICS 
Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 

President, I introduce, for appropriate 

reference, a bill to provide for the prepa
ration and printing . of compilations of 
materials relating to annual national 
high school and college debate topics. 

During the past several years there has 
been an ever-increasing participation by 
our country's students in the organized 
high school and college debate contests 
on subjects of national significance and 
interest. By agreement- among educa
tors the annual high school debate topic 
is selected by the National University 
Extension Association, and the annual 
college debate topic is selected by the 
American Speech Association. 

This renewed interest in the art of 
debate has had its impact upon Members 
of Congress, who have been receiving in 
increasing numbers requests from their 
young constituents for pertinent and 
useful information relating to the debate 
topics. We in turn have depended upon 
the Library of Congress to furnish the 
desired materials to fulfill the requests. 

The Library's Legislative Reference 
Service consistently has done an excel
lent job of compiling the pros and cons 
of the various controversial issues. Dur
ing the past several Congresses, however, 
due to the limited reproduction facilities 
of the Library, it has found it increas
ingly difficult to provide the materials in 
sufficient quantities to satisfy the de
mands of Congress. During this period 
committees and individual Members 
have initiated resolutions resulting in 
the printing of certain of the compila
tions as Senate or House documents. 

While these efforts, of course, have 
been helpful, there has been no con
sistent or regular approach to the prob
lem. Sometimes Members of one House 
have been overlooked, sometimes the 
number of printed copies has been insuf
ficient, and sometimes the compilations 
have been made available too late for 
their most . effective use. Also, there is 
no assurance that the necessary print
ing resolutions will be forthcoming, since 
committees generally show a natural 
reluctance to sponsoring publications of 
pros and cons on subjects upon which 
sooner or later they may have to express 
definite and specific views. 

·Mr. President, the bill which I am in
troducing today, with the strong endorse
ment of the Librarian of Congress, would 
establish the following standard proce
dure in respect to the compilation and 
printing of the materials relating to the 
annual national high school and college 
debate topics: 

First. The Library of Congress would 
continue the function of compiling the 
pros and cons, a service it has rendered to 
Congress for almost two decades; 

Second. Each year the compilation on 
the high school debate topic would be 
printed as a Senate document and the 
compilation on the college debate topic 
would be printed as a House document; 
and 

Third. The Joint Committee on Print
ing would be authorized and directed to 
print additional copies of the documents 
in such quantities and distribute them 
in such manner as would most economi
cally and equitably fulfill the needs of 
Members of Congress. 

During the present session Congress 
agreed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 

48, which authorized the printing of 
51,330 copies of the high school debate 
document at an estimated cost of $7,-
462.34, and House Concurrent Resolution 
212, which authorized the printing of 
16,125 copies of the college debate docu
ment at an estimated cost of $2,748. As 
is the customary practice, the copies were 
pro-rated equally to Members, and as is 
often the customary effect of this ar
rangement, some Members quickly ex
hausted their supplies while others were 
left with excess copies of documents of 
short-lived value. This bill would per
mit a reduction in the number of printed 
copies-and a corresponding reduction in 
cost-by authorizing the Joint Commit
tee on Printing to obtain copies and 
supply them to Members solely on the 
basis of indicated need. 

Mr. President, since it has now become 
an established practice for high school 
and college students to write to their 
Representatives in Congress for debate 
materials, and since the Members them
selves are not about to deny these re
quests from their youthful constituents, 
it seems to me we should substitute a 
standard procedure for the random 
methods we have employed for the pur
pose over the past several years. This 
bill would establish such a standard pro
cedure, and I commend it to the sym
pathetic consideration of my colleagues. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately re
f erred. 

The bill (S. 2311) to provide for the 
preparation and printing of compilations 
of materials relating to annual national 
high school and college debate topics, 
introduced by Mr. JORDAN of North Caro
lina, was received, read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration. 

NOTICE OF HEARING ON PROPOSAL 
TO EXTEND THE ACCELERATED 
PUBLIC WORKS PROGRAM 
Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, on 

behalf of the Senate Committee on Pub
lic Works, I wish to announce the forma
tion of an ad hoc subcommittee to con
sider pending legislation to extend the 
accelerated public works program. 

The subcommittee will be under the 
able chairmanship of Senator JENNINGS 
RANDOLPH, of West Virginia. Other 
members of the subcommittee appointed 
are Senator YOUNG of Ohio; Senator 
MUSKIE, of Maine; Senator GRUENING, 
of Aiaska; Senator Moss, of Utah; Sen
ator COOPER, of Kentucky; and Senator 
FONG, of Hawaii. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there further morning business to be 
submitted? If not, morning business is 
closed. 

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN ASSIST
ANCE ACT OF 1961 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair lays before the Senate the un
finished business. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H.R. 7885) to . amend further 
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the· Foreign Assistance .Act. -of 1961, as 
amended; and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The. 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment proposed by the Senator from 
South Dakota CMr. MUNDT] for his 
amendment No. 305 to the committee 
amendment, as amended. 

The pending amendment will be 
stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In Mr. 
MUNDT'S amendment <No. 305) to the 
committee amendment, as amended, on 
page 54, after line 4, it is proposed to 
strike out, in line 8, after the words 
"purchase of," the words "grain or", and 
in the same line to strike out, after the 
word "product;" the word "thereof." 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from South Dakota 
to his amendment No. 305, on page 54 
of the committee amendment, as 
amended. 

DO WE REALLY NEED ALL THIS 
URANIUM? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, on 
Friday, November 8, I placed 1n the 
RECORD a colloquy between the Chair
man of the Atomic Energy Commission 
ahd myself which occurred at a meeting 

·on August 14, 1963, of the Senate For
eign Relations Committee. 

Since that time we have been for
warded a copy of the fiscal year 1963 
financial report of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. 

This report is quite interesting. It 
would appear to show that even though 
construction costs dropped from $1,215 
million in 1954, to $411 million in 1963, 
the number of operating contractor em
ployees has increased from 73,000 to 
115,000; and administrative expenses 
have nearly doubled. from $34,671,000 
in 1954, to $67,068,000 in 1963. 

During these 10 years-1954 through 
1963-the total cost of Atomic Energy 
Commission operations was $21.3 bi111on. 

More interesting, however, is the fact 
that procurement of raw materials has 

·more than tripled since 1954. The cost 
of said raw materials has increased from 
$142,793,000 in 1954 to $477,873,000 in 
1963. 

It is my understanding that the De
partment of Defense gives its require
ments to the Atomic Energy Commission; 
but, surely, with all the discussions inci
dent to overkill, and so forth, and with 
the many billions-$4.68 billion-previ
ously spent on raw materials in the past 
10 years, along with the many additional 
billions-$6. 76 billion-spent in the 10 
years previous . for the production of 
nuclear materials, and the many bil
lions-$4.48 billion-on top of that spent 
for weapons development and fabrication 
of nuclear weapons, along with.the many 
billionS-$3.08 billion-additional on top 
of all those previous billions that have 
been spent for development of nuclear 
reactors, there should be some place, at 
some time, where we could reduce this 
gigantic and most expensive program 
without affecting the security of the 
United States. 

Although. I have had some experience 
with balance sheets, it is difficult to 

·understand the figures as expressed in 
•this report of the Atomic Energy Com
mission. Even though these billions and 
many billions more for construction and 
equipment have been spent since 1953, 
the assets of the Atomic Energy Com
mission apparently have increased very 
little. 

I am sure there are adequate and 
proper explanations for most, if not all, 
of these questions; and I would hope 
there could be some public· hearings, so 
as to present as much of this informa
tion as possible before the American peo
ple, especially with respect to these con
tinuing purchases of raw materials, run
ning into billions and billions of dollars. 

There would appear no more reason 
for classifying much of this information 
than there was for classification of the 
information on various other stockpiles. 

CRITICISM OF SENATE OPPONENTS 
OF FOREIGN AID PROGRAM OF 
THE ADMINISTRATION AND THE 
FOREIGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in 

this morning's Washington Post, an al
leged newspaperman by the name of 
Joseph Alsop has published a scathing 
criticism of the Senate opponents of 
the wasteful, inefficient, and corruption
producing foreign aid program of the 
administration and the Foreign Rela
tions Committee. 

This is the Alsop who is the well
known lackey of the Pentagon Building 
and the State Department. His war
mongering columns for a long time past 
have demonstrated his disregard for, 
and presumably his ignorance of, the 
checks and balances system provided by 
our constitutional fathers and indelibly 
written into the Constitution itself. 

His writings give the impression that 
he would be happier if the President of 
the United States were given dictatorial 
Powers similar to those of many of the 
Fascist leaders of the world whose re
gimes Alsop seems to admire so much. 

He gives the impression that he would 
like to be an intellectual snob, but lacks 
the intellect to be snobbish about. 

I am very proud of my enemies, par
ticularly the members of the yellow 
press; and I am highly cQmplimented to 
have this gutter journalist confess his 
enmity to me in his irrational, White 
House bootlicking column of this morn
ing. 

I ask unanimous consent that his 
column entitled, "The New Know
Nothings,'' be printed in the RECORD, in
asmuch as it is such devastating proof 
of his own know-nothingism. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Nov. 15, 1963) 

THE NEW KNOW-NOTHINGS 
(By Joseph Alsop) 

In the tedious but crucial struggle over 
the foreign aid bill, the old tradition of na
tional-minded bipartisanship has been sav
ing President Kennedy's bacon. 

rn the preliminary wrestling with the 
bill in the Senate Foreign Relations ·com

·mittee, the senior members of the majority 
and the minority, Senators Wn.LIAM FuL-

BRIGHT, of Arkansas, and BOURKE·B. HICKEN
LOOPER, of Iowa, acted together as partners. 

Senator HICKENLOOPER is not widely known 
for his reluctance to take a good, hard, parti
san whack at the Democrats whenever he 
sees a chance to do so. He thought that the 
foreign aid authorization that Senator FuL-

·BBIGHT wanted the committee to approve
$4.2 billion-was a bit on the high side. But 
when F'uLBRIGHT argued that "we've got to 
give them something to cut," HICKENLOOPER 
loyally went along. 

Again, when the leadership belatedly dis
-covered the power of the new surge of 
know-nothingsm in the Senate, a hasty 
strategy meeting to discuss the best block
ing tactics was strictly bipartisan, and was 
even held in t!J,e Republican cloakroom. 
The majority and minority leaders, Senators 
MIKE MANSFIELD, Of Montana, and EVERETT 
DmKSEN, of Illinois, joined with FULBRIGHT 
and HICKENLOOPER in the decision to make 
a voluntary preliminary cut of $385 million 
in the committee total, in order to forestall 
worse cuts by the new know-nothings. 

Since then, through the long, squalid, and 
still unfinished struggle on the Senate floor, 
DIRKSEN, HICKENLOOPER, and a good many 
other Republicans have continued to stand 
four-square for national-mindedness and 
bipartisanship. 

Meanwhile, the President's bill has been 
under bitter, persistent partisan attack by 
Democratic Senators, with a group of liberal 
Democrats, headed by the ineffable Senator 
WAYNE MoRsE, of Oregon, leading the at
tackers. Even that famous Republican con
servative, Senator BARRY GOLDWATER, Of Ari
zona, had been kinder to the foreign aid 
program than the new Democratic know
nothings, for he has at least been absent 
for almost every key vote. 

The most dramatic vote, though not the 
closest, was on MoRsE's motion to gut the 
bill for good and all, by recommitting it to 
the Foreign Relations Committee. Twenty
elght other Senators voted with the Oregon 
paragon, and 20 of them were Democrats. 

Another Morse amendment, to cut the De
velopment Loan Fund by $25 million, carried 
by a vote of 42 to 40, and 24 of the MoRsE 
adherents were Democrats. Embittered 
southerners, like RICHARD RUSSELL, of Geor
gia, and HARRY F. BYRD, of Virginia, have of 
course followed MORSE, gladly yielding him 
the leadership on this occasion. 

MbRSE's deputy commander in the attack 
has been the old New Dealer from Alaska, 
Senator ERNEST GRUENING. So-called liber
als who have joined MORSE are FRANK 
CHURCH, of Idaho, ALBERT GORE Of Tennes
see, the former Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare in the Kennedy cabinet, 
ABE RmxcoFF, of Connecticut, STUART SYM
INGTON, of Missouri, and STEPHEN YOUNG, of 
Ohio, plus HENRY JACKSON, c;>f Washington 
and Wn.LIAM PROXMIRE, of Wisconsin, on the 
fund cut. 

Besides trying to gut the foreign aid bill 
in every other way, the new know-nothings 
have put forward an astonishing number of 
backseat driving amendments. "Some peo
ple," Senator Hl:CKENLOOPEB has said grimly 
"want to turn the U.S. Senate into anothe; 
committee on_ the conduct of the war, which 
helped the South more than Robert E. 
Lee." 

The result, beyond much doubt, would be 
a half-crippled foreign aid program. The 
Alliance for Progress, for instance, wUl be 
lucky to get $525 million-apparently be
cause Senator MORSE and his friends are re
luctant to allow the. United States to spend 
as much on the prevention of communism 
in Latin America as the Communist bloc 
is now spending for the sole purpose o! prop
ping up Fidel Castro in Cuba. 

I! the effort in Vietnam is not weakened, 
all other military aid programs will have to 
be cut drastically. Thus old and tried allies 
which cannot otherwise afford their present 
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levels of defense, like Turkey, Greece, Na
tionallst China, and South Korea will be hit 
where it hurts most--apparently because 
Senators SYMINGTON and RIBICOFF think it 
is a bad bargain to add this strength to our 
side at one-tenth the cost of an equal num
ber of American troops. 

Finally, development loans, which offer 
the best hope of future progress and are also 
to be repaid in the end, will be cut to the 
point of grave damage to American foreign 
pollcy. In short, the national interest is 
under heavy attack. It would be more 
comprehensible if the attack had a par
tisan motive; but peevishness, alas, is the 
only motive now identifiable. 

INVESTIGATION OF THE POLICE 
DEPARTMENT 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, down
town there is a District of Columbia 
Policemen's Association. The president 
of the association is Pvt. George W. 
Whaler. Private Whaler, acting in be
half of the policemen's association, has 
issued a news release which is highly 
critical of the senior Senator from Ore
gon because he does not belong to their 
mutual admiration society in relation 
to the Chief of Police of Washington, 
D.C., Mr. Robert Murray. 

I made a speech on the floor of the 
-senate on November 7 in which I com
mented upon the testimony of the chief 
of police before the Senate District of 
Columbia Committee on the so-called 
omnibus crime bill that is pending be
fore the committee. In my judgment, 
the bill contains several sections which 
would contravene basic constitutional 
guarantees of freedom of the people that 
live in this city under the Washington, 
D.C., Police Department. 

I ask unanimous consent that the news 
release of the Washington, D.C., Police 
Association be printed at this point in 
my remarks. 

There being no objection, the news re
lease was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

WE DISAGREE WITH SENATOR MORSE 
We are not always in agreement with Sen

ator WAYNE MORSE, of Oregon, but we have 
admired him and considered him a good 
friend and stanch supporter of our police 
force and of all law enforcement officers. It 
is not pleasant when a person you have ad
mired and relied upon lets you down. We of 
course knew that the Senator approved the 
Mallory rule, disapproved of arrests for in
vestigation, and opposed any change in the 
criminal laws which would give the police 
here more leeway in the fight against crime. 
With his liberal philosophy it was to be ex
pected that he feel the way he does. Al
though we believe that he and all others, 
who are more concerned with the rights of 
criminals than the rights of law abiding 
citizens to be safe and secure, are making a 
terrible mistake, we knew that he was sin
cere and we did not think we had lost him 
as a friend. 

We were disturbed, however, when on 
October 14, speaking before the Corrections 
Conference of the Health and Welfare Coun- . 
cil, Senator MORSE said, "I warn the citizens 
of this community that the Police Depart
ment here and in other cities must always be 
subjected to constant vigilance. • • • Un
checked practices exercised by a police de
partment results in a loss of personal, indi
vidual freedom." It is not exactly uplifting 

to the morale to have a friend say that you 
must be watched, but we rationallzed the 
Senator's statements by conceding that he 
could hardly exempt our force if he was 
saying that all citizens should be aware of 
the manner in which their police depart
ments are being operated. For our part we 
would rather have constant vigilance than 
continuous apathy. In this talk we had not 
been accused of wrongdoing or misconduct, 
so, although some concern was expressed at 
our monthly meeting on October 15, it was 
generally believed that we could still count 
upon Sena tor MORSE as a friend and sup
porter. 

It seems that we were overoptimistic. On 
Thursday, November 7, in a speech from the 
·senate floor, Senator MORSE demonstrated 
that he had really turned against us. This 
was no general criticism of all law enforce
ment but a tirade directed against us, our 
Chief, and the manner in which he had and 
wished again to operate our Department. 
After admitting that he had not attended 
even one hearing of the Senate District Com
mittee on the House-passed crime bill, H.R. 
7525, the Senator accused Chief Murray of 
seeking "police state" powers. He said that 
the Chief was trying to effect a change in 
the restrictive Mallory rule, "through a great 
deal of misrepresentation." We are not ex
pert wordsmiths like the Senator but to us 
this seems tantamount to charging Chief 
Murray with making false statements in try
ing to gain excessive and sinister power. 

It can hardly be disputed that all Chief 
Murray is trying to accomplish in supporting 
this crime bill is to regain and restore some 
of the effectiveness our Department had in 
fighting crime before the restrictive Mallory 
rule and before we lost the right to make 
investigative arrests. Is Senator MORSE 
therefore saying that prior to the Mallory 
decision, and prior to the banning of arrests 
for investigation, we were operating with 
"police state" methods?. This is a trite and 
tired cliche at best. When it is uttered by 

·a Senator who claims to be an authority on 
law and law enforcement it is an insult to 
our Chief and to every man on the force. Is 
the Senator saying that we are somewhat 
akin to a gestapo now prevented from ter
rorizing and abusing the people of the com
munity by certain rules? He leaves little 
doubt that this is exactly what is implied 
when he says, "I believe that the Mallory 
rule is vital to the protection of the people 
of the District of Columbia-particularly to 
the colored people of the District." Specifi
cally referring to the power to arrest for in
vestigation that Senator says, "Colored per
son after colored person has told me that if 
such power were given to the District of 
Columbia Police Department they would 
tremble as to what would happen to them 
after they got to the police precinct houses 
in the District of Columbia." 

No other interpretation can be placed upon 
this statement by the Senator except that 
when we did have such power we were 
guilty of abuse, brutality, and third-degree 
methods. Indeed, he emphasized this with 
a few more low blows in .his Senate speech 
when he included in the RECORD a ·London 
newspaper article about alleged police bru
tality in Sheffield, England, a.long with an
other article about the third-degree meth
ods of the New York City police many years 
ago. The Senator is really hard pressed to 
make make his point when he has to cross 
the sea to England and go back a quarter 
century in New York City for material. 

In April 1960, Senator MORSE was a guest-
an honored guest--at the regular monthly 
meeting of our association. The MallO!'y 
rule was then in effect, in fact, after 3 years 
of freedom Mallory had just been arrested 
for rape in Philadelphia. In 1960 we still 
had the right to hold suspects for investiga
tion and to question them before we made 

hasty decisions as to their guilt or innocence. 
This is the power that Senator MORSE says 
would make "colored persons • • • tremble 
about what would happen to them" if it 
were renewed. If Senator MORSE was wor
ried about our "police state" methods and 
the "unbridled use of police authority" it 
certainly was not evident on the evening of 
April 19, 1960. He lauded the individual 
members, he praised the force as a whole, 
and in particular he complimented Chief 
Murray. 

What kind of man is this? Does he think 
that we men of the force and our Chief 
have changed so much in 3 short years? 
Does he really believe that if a portion of 
the authority we had when he praised us 
so lavishly were restored that we would 
turn into some sort of a gestapo? The Sen
ator goes too far. He has a perfect right 
to support the Mallory rule and to resist 
any attempt to modify it--but not with 
methOds and words that are an insult to 
a fine Chief and to a force he called a short 
3 years ago "one of the finest in the world." 

The current opinions of the Senator might 
be more readily understood if we had some 
assurance that he is as much concerned 
about the citizens of his own State of Ore
gon as he is about the "people of the District 
of Columbia-particularly the colored peo
ple." Do the State courts of Oregon or the 
municipal courts of that State invoke the 
Mallory rule, the McNabb decision or the 
Durham rule? Is it not true that the police 
in both the large and small cities of that 
State use the same power of investigative 
detention-by whatever name it is called
that the Senator is · so concerned about here 
in the District? If so, does the Senator ex
pect to do something about that situation 
or is he only concerned with the problem 
here? 

GEORGE W. WHALER, 
President, Policemen's Association of the 

District of Columbia. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to speak a mo
ment as chairman of the Public Health, 
Education, Welfare, and Safety Subcom
mittee of the Senate District of Colum
bia Committee that has jurisdiction over 
the Metropolitan Police Department. 
The news release states that in April 
1960, I spoke to the Policemen's Associa
tion, and that I was high in my praise 
of the chief of police and the police de
partment. That was 3 years ago. It 
occurred at about the time that a for
mer high District of Columbia official 
called upon me in my capacity as chair
man of the subcommittee that has juris
diction, so far as the Senate District of 
Columbia Committee is concerned, over 
the Police Department. He said that 
some serious attacks, sub rosa, were be
ing .made on the chief of police, and he 
was satisfied that there was a move on 
foot to try to have the chief of police 
removed. I knew nothing about them. 
He said, "Well, will you talk with him." 
I said I would be delighted to talk with 
him. 

The chief of police came up and spent 
an hour with me. He went over the criti
cisms which he alleged were being circu
lated in this community which I had not 
heard about. He told me what his posi
tion was on those criticisms. He as
sured me that there was no basis in fact 
for any of them. He made a very favor
able impression on me. That was 3 
years ago. 

I told him if the facts were as he 
pointed out, he could be sure that as far 
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as I was concerned-speaking only for 
myself-I would have no truck with that 
kind of "smear" campaign. I have been 
too accustomed to being the victim of 
such campaigns myself. 

I have studied the operations of the 
Metropolitan Police Department during 
the past 3 years. I have criticized the 
Department on various occasions. Come 
the first of the year-I cannot see how 
we can possibly proceed with it until 
after the first of the year-I intend to 
deal with the problems of the Metropoli
tan Police Department in depth-in 
great depth-and between now and then 
I shall submit to Commissioner Tobriner, 
who I understand is the commissioner 
who has charge of the police department, 
a series of questions from time to time 
for him to answer preparatory to my 
proposal to investigate the police depart
ment in depth, including the chief of 
police. 

I am not so sure that a preliminary 
investigation on the basis of what I al
ready know about the police department 
does not call for the appointment of a 
special crime commission to proceed 
with an investigation similar to crime 
commissions that have been appointed 
from time to time in other parts of the 
country to investigate police depart
ments. 

Mr. President, except for one addi
tional comment, that is all I shall say on 
the subject today. I should like to have 
Mr. Tobriner advise me as to how much 
time, if any, Mr. Whaler has been 
spending on duty hours lobbying for the 
District of Columbia Policemen's Associ
ation and the Police Department. I 
should like to have Mr. Tobriner also 
find out a few more facts about Mr. 
Whaler's conduct. I shall submit to him 
within a few days, by way of a formal 
request in my capacity as chairman of 
the subcommittee of the Committee on 
the District of Columbia that has juris
diction over the police department, a list 
of the facts that I desire. 

I wish Mr. Tobriner, Mr. Murray, the 
Police Department, and the executive 
board of the District of Columbia Po
licemen's Association to know that I in
tend to see to it that the people of the 
District of Columbia are served by a po
lice department that is free from a good 
many of the abuses that I shall not now 
proceed to disclose for public inf orma
tion. What is needed is a thorough in
vestigation of the Police Department of 
the District of Columbia. I shall urge 
such an investigation, and do everything 
I can in my capacity as chairman of the 
Public Health, Education, Welfare and 
Safety Subcommittee to bring it about. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti
cles on the subject published in last eve
ning's Washington Star and this morn
ing's Washington Post be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 
[From the Washington Evening Star, Nov. 

14, 1963] 
POLICE GROUP CALLS MORSE TALK AN INSULT 

The Policemen's Association today accused 
Senator MORSE, Democrat of Oregon, of "an 

insult to our Chief and to every man on the 
force." 

In a two-page press release, the associa-· 
tion criticized the Senator for a Senate 
speech he had made on "police state powers." 
He accused Chief Murray of seeking police 
state powers. The association said he also 
accused the Chief of "a great deal of mis
representation" in championing the repeal of 
the Mallory rule, which police feel restricts 
their powers of interrogation. 

The association represents some 2,700 
members of the 2,900-man Metropolitan 
Police Department. The statement was 
signed by the association president, Pvt. 
George W. Whaler, of the 14th precinct. 

Noting that in April 1960, Senator MORSE 
was a guest at an association meeting and 
praised both Chief Murray and the force 
as a whole, the association release asked: 

"What kind of man is this? Does he think 
that we men· of the force and our Chief have 
changed so much in 3 short years? Does 
he really believe that if a portion of the 
authority we had when he praised us so 
lavishly were restored, that we would turn 
into some oort of a gestapo?" 

The statement concluded by noting that 
police de•partments in the Senator's home 
State have the power of investigative deten
tion denied to District police, and wonder
ing if the Senator planned to do something 
about conditions in Oregon. The Senator 
has answered similar criticism i:p. the past 
by pointing out that he is a Federal, not a 
State, legislator. 

An aid to Senator MORSE said he would 
try to get a oopy of the association's state
ment for the Senator, who might have some 
comment after he had read it. 

[From the Washington Post Nov. 15, 1963] 
POLICE ASSOCIATION CRITICIZES MORSE TALK 

SCORING FORCE 
The Policemen's Association of Washington 

sharply criticized Senator WAYNE MoRsE, 
Democrat, of Oregon, yesterday for a con
gressional speech he made November 7 scor
ing the force and its chief. 

MORSE'S speech touched on Chief Robert 
Murray's support of the omnibus crime bill, 
a measure that already has passed the House. 

One of the main arguments against the 
bill, an argument that MORSE used, is that 
it would weaken the Mallory rule. The rule 
comes from a Supreme Court decision and 
forbids use in Federal prosecutions of con
fessions obtained during an unnecessary de
lay before arraignment of a suspect. 

In a two-page statement, the association 
said: 

"After admitting that he had not attended 
even one hearing of the S~nate District Com
mittee on the bill, the Senator accused 
Chief Murray of seeking police state powers. 
He said that the chief was trying to effect 
a change in the restrictive Mallory rule 
through a great deal of misrepresentation 
and this seems tantamount to charging Chief 
Murray with making false statements in try
ing to gain excessive and sinister power." 

The association said MORSE had gone too 
far and had no right to insult a chief and 
a force he called a short 3 years ago one of 
the finest in the world. 

In other statements yesterday dealing with 
the crime bill, the National Capital Area 
Civil Liberties Union defended the Mallory 
rule and the National Association of Broad
casters expressed fear about certain anti
obscenity sections of the measure. 

The Civil Liberties Union called the bill a 
"barefaced repudiation of the Federal rules 
of criminal procedure." 

The Broadcasters expressed complete sym
pathy for the objectives o! the b1ll's anti
obscenity sections, but the proposals were 

viewed as duplicating laws already existing 
and tending toward a broad system of 
censorship. 

LEADERSHIP AWARD TO SENATOR 
LISTER HILL OF ALABAMA BY THE 
JOSEPH P. KENNEDY, JR., FOUN
DATION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, an 

article in this morning's Washington 
Post notes that one of our colleagues, 
Senator LISTER .HILL, of Alabama, has 
been selected by the Joseph P. Kennedy, 
Jr., Foundation for a leadership award in 
pioneering the fight against mental 
retardation. The article mentions that 
President Kennedy will present the 
award to the winners at a dinner in New 
York City on December 4. Senator HILL 
was chosen, the article goes on to state, 
by the foundation in recognition of his 
leadership and advocacy of legislation to 
benefit the mentally retarded. It was 
his sponsorship and hard work that in 
great measure led finally to the estab
lishment of the National Institute of 
Neurological Diseases and Blindness. 

I would like to off er congratulations for 
myself and on behalf of the entire Senate 
to our friend and colleague for this fine 
acknowledgment of his work. It repre
sents one more recognition of his out
standing qualities as a legislator and 
humanitarian. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti
cle to which I have referred be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SIX ARE PRESENTED KENNEDY AWARD FOR WORK 

ON MENTAL RETARDATION 
Six men who, in different ways, have pio

neered in helping the mentally retarded yes
terday won $225,000 in awards from the 
Joseph P. Kennedy, Jr., Foundation. 

President' John F. Kennedy will present 
the awards to the winners-two of them 
Members of Congress and two foreigners-at 
a dinner in New York City on December 4 
in behalf of the foundation named for his 
older brother, who died in World War II. 

Sargent Shriver, the foundation's executive 
director, said the amounts of individual 
awards would be. announced on that date. 

Winners of leadership awards were Sena
tor Lister Hill, Democrat, of Alabama; Rep
resentative John E. Fogarty, Democrat, of 
Rhode Island; and Gov. Bert T. Combs, of 
Kentucky. 

Cited for scientific research was Dr. Lional 
S. Penrose, professor of eugenics at Univer
sity College, London. 

An American and a Frenchman shared the 
service award. They are Dr. Grover Francis 
Powers, professor emeritus of pediatrics at 
Yale University and Dr. Robert P. L. Lafon, 
professor of neuropsychiatry at the Univer
sity of Montpelier. 

Senator HILL, 68, was named for his leader
ship and advocacy of legislation to benefit 
the mentally retarded. He was a sponsor of 
the legislation that led finally to the estab
lishment of the National Institute of Neuro
logical Diseases and Blindness. 

Representative FOGARTY, 40, the youngest 
winner, was hailed as an ardent spokesman 
for programs to aid mental retardation and 
for his leadership in the House. 

Combs was cited for his key role in orga
nizing programs in his State. He convinced 
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the masses that something could be done 
for the mentally retarded. 

Dr. Penrose was cited for his 30 years in 
multiple contributions to the study of men
tal retardation. He is 63 and published the 
first large-scale systematic attempt to iden
tify specific etiologic factors in defective 
children. · 

Dr. Powers, at 76 the oldest winner, was 
n amed for being an acute investigator of 
mental defects, a teacher of doctors, and a 
dedicated leader in Qrganizing services for 
the retarded. 

Dr. Lafon, 58, founded the Institute of 
Mental Retardation for training doctors, 
teachers, and social workers. He is consid
ered a leader in organizing facilities for the 
care of the retarded in France. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

should like to call up two noncontro
versial bills at this time and ask for 
their immediate consideration. 

ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURES BY 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen
ate proceed to the consideration of Cal
endar No. 623, Senate Resolution 225. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BURDICK in the chair). The resolution 
will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A resolution 
<S. Res. 225) authorizing additional ex
penditures by the Committee on Appro
priations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, may we 
know what the resolution is? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is a $10,000 ad
ditional request by the Committee on 
Appropriations. It is a normal pro
cedure. 

The resolution was agreed to, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Appro
priations hereby is authorized to expend 
from the contingent fund of the Senate, 
during the Eighty-eighth Congress, •10,000, 
in addition to the amounts, and for the 
same purposes, specified in section 134 (a) 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act, ap
proved August 2, 1946, and Senate Resolution 
128, agreed to May 9, 1963. 

PRINTING AS SENATE DOCUMENT 
WITH ILLUSTRATIONS "U.S. AS
TRONAUTS'' 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to Calendar No. 624, Senate Reso
lution 219. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
resolution will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A resolution 
(S. Res. 219) to print as a Senate docu
ment with illustrations, a document en
titled "U.S. Astronauts" and ordering 
additional copies printed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution, 
which was agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the document entitled 
"United States Astronauts" prepared for the 
use of the Senate Committee on Aeronauti
cal and Space Sciences by the staff of the 
committee, shall be printed with illustra
tions as a Senate document; and that there 
be printed three thousand additional copies 
of such document for the use of that com
mittee. 

THE THREAT OF AUTOMATION TO 
LABOR 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the morn
ing press reports .a very important state
ment made yesterday by Mr. George 
Meany, the distinguished American who 
represents the ~CIO, who addressed 
himself to the subject of automation at 
the convention of the AFL-CIO in New 
York. 

Mr. Meany asserted, in the interest of 
labor, that automation was a great threat 
to labor and that he saw no way out of 
it, except a reduction of the workweek 
to 35 hours without reduction of pay. 

The last is generally considered labor's 
prescription for automation. I believe 
the real problem is that we have not 
shown either labor's president, George 
Meany, or labor itself, any other way 
out. I agree with Mr. Meany that auto
mation is a major problem for American 
labor, that it is faced with a major crisis; 
but it is also a national problem. 

In the testimony before the Subcom
mittee on Employment and Manpower of 
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel
:f are, of which I am a member, job losses 
attributable to automation have been 
pictured as being very great. While I 
agree that this is a grave problem and 
a crisis for labor, it is also a crisis for 
the American Government, for manage
ment, and for the people generally. I 
cannot agree that the optimum remedy 
is the shorter workweek, nor do I be
lieve that we are so bereft of more funda
mental remedies that we must rely es
sentially upon expansion of Government 
economic activity, as Mr. Meany recom
mends. His prescription also calls for 
public works projects, as if we were in a 
depression or recession, for tax relief in 
the lower income brackets, for steps to 
improve purchasing power; a higher 
minimum wage, and expansion of cov
erage. 

The tax reduction bill is in process, and 
I am confident it will be passed. So, too, 
will the minimum wage blll. The mini
mum wage will increase as our economy 
will allow it. The hours of work will 
be reduced, as they have been for years. 
When I was a boy, it was not unusual to 
work 54 hours a week---even 60 hours a 
week. I did so myself. So the hours of 
work are getting shorter, as our economy 
allows it. 

I hope that we will not seek to solve 
the problems of automation and the dis
location of workers in the way Mr. Meany 
suggests. In my judgment, 1f we did it 
that way, it would jeopardize the security 
of the Nation and its success in the 
struggle for freedom, which demand both 
maximum productivity and competitive-

ness, both with the -Communist system 
and within the free world. 

If we were to jeopardize productivity 
and competitivenes, it could bring us to 
a depression or to such economic troubles 
as to do us far more harm than the 
problems of automation. 

What we must do is to offer American 
labor an alternative. This is where we 
have fallen down badly. The basic way 
to cope with automation and the job dis
location which results is to prevail on 
both Government and business to finance 
jointly the transition of workers into new 
lines and new places of employment, to 
provide them with financial aid through 
periods of automation induced unem
ployment, and also to facilitate the early 
retirement of workers nearing the age of 
retirement. As we realize the fruits of 
automation, the shorter workweek and 
higher earnings, including a higher 
minimum wage, will bring great benefit 
to the economy because they will have 
been earned. 

I look forward to a gross national 
product of one thousand billion dollars, 
perhaps in a decade-against the pres
ent $578 billion, if we can really auto
mate the economy. So the stakes are 
enormous for the workers, whose real 
income can almost double in that time. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I congratulate 

the distinguished senior Senator from 
New York for his thoughtful presenta
tion to the Senate today. He mentioned 
the large losses of jobs incident to fur
ther automation. The figure I have 
heard is 35,000 a week. Is that about 
correct? 

Mr. JAVITS. That is correct. It has 
been as high as 40,000. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That shows what 
a serious problem it is. In my State Of 
Missouri there is heavy unemployment, 
and yet those unemployed do not have 
certain skills needed by some of our 
manufacturers. So I noticed large ad
vertisements of one corporation in my 
State in the Washington presS-and, 
therefore, I presume in other newspapers 
in other cities-to get people skilled in 
the particular professions that particu
lar company needs. I hope the Senator 
and his colleagues on the committee have 
plans for developing legislation and pre
senting it to the Senate that will help 
meet the problem he has brought up to
day, educating people so they do not 
have to go on the dole because of au
tomation. 

Mr. JAVITS. I am grateful to my 
colleague, who is famed in the world of 
government and also in the world of 
business-a rather unique union of 
skills. I value his constructive contribu
tion. 

I do have such legislation in mind. I 
am going to suggest to Senators what 
must be done to give labor an alterna
tive. 

I emphasize that this is not a question 
of beating Mr. Meany over the head with 
a stick. He has grave problems, ~nd he 
must meet them. The only alternative 
available to him today. apparently, 1s 
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the shorter workweek. We must pro
vide him with other alternatives. I am 
confident that American labor, whose 
traditional policy has not been against 
automation, will come to that policy 
again, if we give it a chance. 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRsEJ 
who is now in the Chamber, has been la
boring to have passed a vocational edu
cation bill, one uf the key elements 
among the alternatives I have proposed. 

We as a nation must resolve to spend 
the money and expend the effort which 
is called for. Passage of the tax reduc
tion bill will help. We all expect it to 
come along. We would like to have had 
it yesterday, but these are the facts of 
life. 

We need also accelerated vocational 
training and retraining, which is what 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. MORSE] 
and I, and other Senators as conferees, 
are fighting for. 

We also need relocation allowances so 
that people can move to new locations in 
search of better jobs. 

We need transitional compensation for 
workers, not on an unemployment basis 
but on a working basis. After all, this 
automation-induced unemployment is 
not something they are inviting for them
selves. 

We need to provide for the transfera
bility of pension rights, to give labor 
more mobility. We may need a national 
pension bank on that score. 

We need financial aid for small busi
nesses, to enable them to revamp their 
enterprises, much like the V-loans after 
World War II, plus technical assistance 
to small business. 

We need accelerated depreciation and 
an even newer concept of depreciation 
allowances than we already have. Even 
these allowances, which have changed, 
are still inadequate. They are based on 
a 10-year concept. We are talking about 
a much shorter concept today. 

We need to revise the antitrust laws, 
which are, in many cases, out of date. 
We need to implement the original con
cept of the Eisenhower administration 
of establishing national economic goals. 

We need greatly to enlarge profit 
sharing and stock ownership for work
ers and to give them real ownership in 
American business. 

That is the effective way to deal with 
automation. Both business and govern
ment must participate adequately and 
effectively. 

This morning, for example, we opened 
hearings on a resolution to establish a 
Presidential Commission on Automation, 
suggested by the President's railroad 
message; a resolution which I sponsored, 
together with the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. MoRsE], the Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. CLARK], and other Senators. 
The Commission would be charged with 
the responsibility of coming forward 
with concrete recommendations, to the 
President, the Congress, labor, and 
management. 

Labor is right about automation, that 
it must not be asked to pay the cost, 
which is a national cost. We can help 
labor materially to play its traditional 
role of statesmanship and patriotism in 

our economy, in regard to automation, 
by the way we handle the situation and 
the responsible way we act. 

So I say to Mr. Meany, "More power 
to you. You are jacking us up, and you 
are telling us what we have to do. What 
you are proposing is uneconomic and I 
am not for it, but you cannot be expect
ed to remain quiet and you cannot be 
expected to do nothing. It is we who 
have to give you the alternative." 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I thank 

the Senator from New York for his state
ment. I wish to associate myself with 
him. Early this year he and I intro
duced a proposal for the appointment of 
a National Presidential Council on Auto
mation; because, as he and I declared 
at the time, that probably this is the 
most important legislative need on the 
domestic front. I believe most people 
do not realize what is happening to the 
economy in connection with automation. 
I have discussed this subject before. As 
the Senator from New York knows, this 
question has been discussed with the 
President himself. The President, in 
connection with the railroad bill that he 
sent up, prop_osed the creation of such a 
commission. That went by the boards. 
I hope that at a very early date legisla
tion can be passed along the lines that 
the Senator from New York and I pro
posed months ago, because we are deal
ing with something that is vital to our 
economy. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator 
from Oregon. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator 
from Missouri. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
would also associate myself with the 
remarks made by the distinguished senior 
Senator from New York. The Senator 
well remembers what happened . many 
years ago. The problem became of na
tional interest under the category of 
"technocracy." I believe the name of 
the leader in that field at that time was 
Scott. Then great prosperity came after 
the depression of 1932, and then the war 
years. This temporarily allayed the 
troubles incident to further automation. 

One of the best known leaders of labor 
made a remark some years ago. When 
he was shown a machine at the Ford 
Motor Co., which took a raw casting, 
drilled it, machined it, ground it, and 
actually honed it, ready for use, some
one said, "A wonderful piece of equip
ment, don't you think?" 

This man replied, "How many Fords 
will it buy?" I think that remark sums 
up much of the problem. 

Does the study the Senator is inter
ested in involve any examination of the 
question of moonlighting, which ·has 
steadily become a more interesting prob
lem in connection with the shorter hours 
resulting from automation? 

Mr. JAVITS. I ,should say that, both 
on the question of economic desirability 
and necessity, it would be a suitable sub
ject for this kind of study. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator 
from Delaware. 

Mr. BOGGS. I take this opportunity 
to congratulate the senior Senator from 
New York for his remarks this morning 
with reference to Mr. Meany's statement 
on auomation. I wish to associate my
self with the views he has expressed. 
The first step we need to take is to know 
more about automation. Remarks like 
those of the Senator from New York will 
help · focus attention throughout the 
Nation on the importance of knowledge 
of the problems of automation. 

In my own time, I should like to make 
a few remarks on that subject. 

Mr. JAVITS. I am grateful to the 
Senator from Delaware. I am cognizant 
of the fact that he has introduced legis
lation seeking a White House conference 
on automation. I thank the Senator for 
his contribution. 

WE NEED TO KNOW MORE ABOUT 
AUTOMATION 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, in fur
ther reference to Mr. Meany's remarks, 
I should like to mention that we all rec
ognize that he is gravely concerned about 
the impact of automation on society. 
He sees automation as devouring jobs 
and perhaps leading to a national dis
aster. 

I lean more to the view that automa
tion is a mixed blessing-that it has in 
it the seeds of great good as well as evil. 
I do emphatically agree with Mr. Meany, 
however, that something needs to be 
done to enable the country to cope more 
realistically with the problem. 

Mr. Meany's comments impress upon 
me again the need for greater public 
knowledge about automation. I am 
afraid that to many it conjures up a 
vision of a mechanical robot taking over 
and performing humanlike jobs. Ac
tually, automation is much more so
phisticated than this, of course, although 
I do not pretend to understand all or 
even most of its facets. 

We know that automation is affecting 
now, and will affect in the future, the 
types of jobs Americans perform. But 
how are parents to guide their children 
into future careers without having a 
better idea of what is happening? How 
are guidance counselors in our schools 
to advise students if they do not have 
a better frame of reference against 
which to gage career opportunities? 

There is no easy answer to automa
tion. Living with the changes it brings 
will take the combined efforts of individ
uals and businesses and all levels of gov
ernment. But first, before anything 
constructive can be done, must come a 
better understanding of the problem 
itself. 

A White House Conference on Auto
mation is not the whole answer to cre
ation of this understanding, I well 
realize, but I can think of no better 
single way to accomplish two goals: 

First. Investigate the problem on a 
nationwide basis and, second, spread in
formation about it on a nationwide basis. 
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A . White House Conference would be 

preceded by local studies . . These studies 
would work up to regional and State 
conferences. Finally the best"ideas would 
be discussed by well-informed delegates 
at the Washington, D.C., meeting. Along 
the way many citizens would be partici
pants in the fact..,gathering and idea
generating process. Others would learn 
from news accounts. The net result 
would be a far better informed public. 

Mr. President, last January I intro
.duced a bill, S. 185, providing for a White 
House Conference on Automation. · I am 
even more convinced now of the need 
for such a Conference, and I respectfully 
urge action on this legislation by the 
Labor and Public Welfare Committee in 
order that this Conference can take place 
soon. 

ANTISEMITIC CAMPAIGN OF RED 
RUSSIA AGAINST THE JEWISH 
PEOPLE 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, with 

increasing frequency evidence is appear
ing of an anti-Semitic campaign now be
ing conducted in Red Russia against the 
Jewish people. The treatment that is 
now being accorded to the Jewish mi
.nority in Red Russia is cruel, unjust, and 
unworthy of any government regardless 
of how base. 

The Communists of Red Russia are in
tent upon destroying the Jewish commu
nities within its boundaries. The evi
dence is abounding that the Soviet Union 
is seeking to exterminate the Jews and 
take from them their lives, properties, 
and culture. The tragedy is that the 
Jews of Red Russia are now being not 
only persecuted and decimated but false
ly made the victims for the economic 
failure and general corruption that pre
vails in the system. 

It goes without saying that I vigor
ously condemn the persecution to which 
the Jewish people have been subjected by 
the Soviet Union; also the extinction of 
cultural and religious ties between · the 
Soviet Jews and Jews of other lands; the 
closing of the Jewish synagogues, and the 
ban against the performance of sacred 
Jewish rites; the closing of the Jewish 
schools and the destruction of the Jewish 
lnstitutions in Yiddish and Hebrew. 

Mr. President, I am one of 60 Senators 
who joined with Senator ABRAHAM RIBI
COFF in sponsoring a pending resolution 
condemning the Soviet Union for dis
crimination against the Jews. I make 
this statement to reaffirm my conviction 
that the resolution which has been pre
sented is rooted in facts and sound and 
proper in its condemnation of the bru
tality and oppression practiced by Red 
Russia against the Jewish minority. 

THE JOHN BIRCH SOCIETY IDEA OF 
CONSPIRACY 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, one of 
the real dangers in any extremist move
ment is that it threatens the mature dis
cussion of the real issues which confront 
a nation by responsible members of the 
liberal and conservative camps. There 
is much room for disagreement and dis
cussion on the major issues that face us 

today, but the search for a solution is 
severely hindered by those who seek to 
attach their hysterical distortions and 
untruths to one side or the other. 

In the 1930's the far left sought to 
infiltrate and command the traditional 
liberal movement in our Nation. Today 
the far right is attempting to become the 
voice of conservatism. 

The Wyoming State Journal, of Lan
der, Wyo., carried an excellent column 
in its November 7 issue outlining the 
danger to the Nation in the hysterical 
approach to our problems. The column 
was written by Perry Swisher. I ask 
unanimous consent that it may be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

JOHN BIRCHERS IDEA OF CONSPIRACY Is 
AGREEMENT 

(By Perry Swisher) 
Oil discovered on your land doesn't make 

you a better American than I am-just richer. 
If you are successfUl dogfood manUfac

turer, that doesn't mean you are man's best 
friend. In fact, you may have it in your 
head that there are men who are conspiring 
to bite you-"Plnks" Socialists, and Commu
nists who must be put on a leash. 

And the candymaker who heads the John 
Birch Society wrote that Dwight Eisenhower 
probably wasn't the head man to carry out 
Communist policy in America-more likely 
Milton Eisenhower was telling his brother 
what to do. I guess he makes good candy. 
It's his political philosophy that reeks with 
rat poison. 

The Birch Society's Robert Welch, the dog
food man, and posse of oil-rich gents from 
the Southwest, are the leading sponsors in 
the intermountain States of a campaign to 
give the voters "a real choice" in 1964. They 
tell us that for many elections past the 
Republican and Democratic Parties have 
been Tweedledum and Tweedledee. 

A contest between the American Nazi Party 
and the Communist Party would represent a 
real choice. Their mutual hatred is intense 
enough to satisfy the most bloodthirsty 
partisan, even if to believers in representa
tive government the authoritarians also look 
like Tweedledum and Tweedledee. 

But that is not the goal. Neither the Nazi 
baiters of minorities nor the Communist 
haters of capitalists are on our ballots. The 
object, as I get it, is to make of the Republi
can Party a conservative party. 

This remodeled party, by beating the 
Nixon and Rockefeller and Eisenhower and 
Romney and Scranton Republicans in con
vention, and then defeating the Democrats 
in November, would save us from the one
world Socialist conspiracy. 

Isn't that the pitch? Now, hate is not the 
hallmark of a conservative. Saying that 
many, perhaps most, of the men in Congress, 
the White House, and the U.S. courts are 
there because they bought the voter with 
appropriations is not conservatism. 

Belief that many or most of these men are 
stupid enough or evil enough to sell the 
Nation out to the Communist conspirac7 is 
not a conservative belief. 

Saying there is a. working conspiracy be
tween Republican and Democratic leaders 
to deceive the voters while taking orders 
from foreign masters is not speaking con
servatively. · 

Tilis is hysteria, fear, and the sick that 
that fear produces. I wonder how long the 
honorable word "conservative" can stand em
brace by political lepro'.Sy without losing its 
pealth? 

To look a.t the imagined Democratlc
Republlcan conspiracy, let's start a.t the bot
tom. 

If I vote for a school building bond issue 
because I have children in school and you 
vote for 1t because you own adjoining prop
erty or think it will do the town good, we 
are not conspirators. You may be a con
servative on education, I may be a liberal; 
but when we vote alike we a.re not conspira
tors. Nor does it mean one of us has 
duped the other. 

Suppose the State's population increases 
sharply. Traffic accidents climb. 

If both political parties agree more high
way patrolmen must be hired, this is no 
conspiracy. The outs may blame the ins for 
letting freeway construction lag, or for being 
undUly infiuenced by the asphalt peddlers 
where concrete was called for, but each side 
cans for stepped-up traffic law enforcement. 
A conspiracy? 

The State may have signed a compact with 
other States 15 years ago. They exchange 
students tuition-free in certain specialties, 
so each State doesn't have to duplicate the 
other's expensive colleges of medicine, den
tistry, etc. 

In the process they have spent on educa
tion by providing more of it. Both political 
parties have long since accepted the program 
though they differ on details. Bipartisan ac
ceptance of the compact doesn't constitute 
conspiracy, even if the voters never did have 
a direct vote in the matter. 

Agreement, in other words, is not con
spiracy. If Republicans and Democrats did 
not have more in common than in dispute, 
then I'd worry. With disagreements deep 
enough and numerous enough, a change 
of control would become a bloody revolution. 

If the Republic is healthy, the quarrel is 
usually over when, how, and at what expense 
an action is to be taken. We ought to be in 
fairly general agreement that the objective 
is economic well-being and opportunity for 
as many people as possible, a well-educated 
citizenry respecting one another's personal 
freedom, represented by a foreign policy 
that never sleeps in a round, complicated, 
and not entirely predictable world. 

Those who see some such general Ameri
can consensus as a conspiracy don't need a 
political party. They need a doctor. · 

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN ASSIST
ANCE AGT OF 1961 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 7885) to amend further 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
amended, and for other purposes. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, dur
ing the course of our debate on foreign 
aid, the distinguished Senators from 
New York [Mr. JAVITs and Mr. KEATING] 
urged and very ably guided through the 
Senate an amendment which had the 
effect of cutting off aid to Egypt in order 
to do something about the precarious 
situation in which Israel finds herself. 

There has been criticism from the 
White House and AID administrators for 
that action on the ground that it reduced 
their fiexibility in dealing with these 
problems. So far as I was concerned, 
I supported and voted for the amend
ment cutting off this fiexibility as per
haps one of the things we have to do. 

Recently, an article came to my atten
tion which points up the problems we 
have in the aid field today. For the edi
fication of the Senate, the article should 
be read. It is written by Henry J. Tay
lor. It reads in part: 

I was in Egypt some years ago when the 
Washington "big think" bought (taxpayers' 
money) about 100,000 bales of cotton to but
ter up wily Gamal Abdel Nasser, a man who 
has it in him to be a traitor to any cause. 
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We were trying, as we still are, to win 

false friends by frail policies and money. 

Still reading from the article: 
And although this far-off generosity to the 

hawk-eyed colonel was greatly unappreciated 
and totally misdirected the added bill 
knocked our taxpayers for another $55 
million. 

Well, these 100,000 bales are now being 
sold, although prying the particulars out of 
our foreign aid professors and the U.S. De
partment of Agriculture was like trying to 
break the arm of Atlas. The clamp was on 
in a top directive consistent with the policy 
of manipulated news. For the man we're 
selling this cotton to is Nasser. 

We paid this Scaramouche a dollar a 
pound. He's buying it back for less than 
35 cents. He's paying $17.4 million to get 
back what he sold Uncle Sam for $55 mil
lion. 

There is a good deal more in this arti
cle which is of real significance in our 
present debate on foreign aid. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
article printed at this point in the REC
ORD as a part of :my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

EGYPTIAN COTTON WAS A REAL DEAL 

(By Henry J. Taylor) 
An inside look at a cotton deal should 

make us wonder who gets what in foreign 
aid. 

I was in Egypt some years ago when the 
Washington big think bought (taxpayers' 
money) about 100,000 bales of cotton to 
butter up wily Oamal Abdel Nasser, a man 
who has it in him to be a traitor to any 
cause. 

We were trying, as we still are, to win false 
friends by frail policies and money. 

Responding to the horrendous legends and 
medieval myths that constitute our fa.rm 
program, America's warehouses were then, as 
they still are, bulging with our own unsold 
cotton. 

And although this far-off generosity to the 
hawk-eyed colonel was greatly unappreciated 
and totally misdirected, the added bill 
knocked our taxpayers for another $55 mil
lion. 

Well, these 100,000 bales are now being 
sold, although prying the particulars out of 
our foreign aid professors and the U.S. De
partment of Agriculture was like trying to 
break the a.rm of Atlas. The clamp was on in 
a top directive consistent with the policy of 
manipulated news. For the man we're sell
ing this cotton to ls Nasser. 

We paid this Scaramouche a dollar a 
pound. He's buying it back for less than 
35 cents. He's paying $17.4 million to get 
back what he sold Uncle Sam for $55 million. 

No wonder we're in a heads-you-wtn-tails-
1-lose contest with the tax collector. No 
wonder most of the world thinks we have 
more money than brains. And no wonder 
the whole country, I think, is mentally tired 
of trying to 1lgure things out. You just 
don't get anyplace. Nor do we get the 
truth, unless sought. 

President Kennedy bid for added public 
approval of the Russian wheat deal by an
nouncing emphatically that all the wheat 
must be carried in American ships to the 
extent available. Millions were led to visu
alize an employment-giving parade of Stars 
and Stripes across the ::;eas. 

Yet Mr. Kennedy knew full well as he spoke 
that less than one out of four ships would, 
or could, be American. That's all that are 
available. Behind the manipulated' news 
this maximum was the real meaning of "to 
the extent of. availability." 

Mr. Kennedy also knew, of course, from 
the advance talks in Canada, that the $10-
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a-ton higher American cargo rate would 
affect even the one out of four. In truth, 
the actual White House offer is to send only 
14 percent in American ships and 86 percent 
in foreign. 

It involves an initial delivery of 2.4 million 
tons, 23 percent in U.S. vessels, and then the 
entire balance of the 4 million tons in for
eign ships. The Russians haven't introduced 
any really unexpected obstacles. The Amer
ican people simply were not told the full 
truth in the first place. That is what makes 
the manipulated-news policy so dangerous 
and unworthy. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I point out that this 
is only one example of the difllculties we 
face in our foreign aid program. We are 
constantly :finding ourselves at odds. 
We do one thing for one country, and we 
find that it acts badly on another coun
try. One-country may be an ally, an
other may be a neutral, and a third 
may be unfriendly. The more money 
we put int.o these areas, the more com
plex the problems become. 

The other day I had the opportunity 
of commenting on the Indonesian situa
tion. During this process and while re
f erring to the attitude of Mr. Sukarno 
in connection with the Dutch tenit.ories, 
which he literally forced out of their 
hands, and his present activities in 
burning the British Embassy and the 
British possessions and threatening 
American possessions, I referred to Mr. 
Sukarno as a bandit. I am really quite 
entertained that the Ambassador for 
Indonesia has made a protest in connec
tion with those remarks of mine against 
Mr. Sukarno. 

I have not heard from the State De
partment, as to whether they gave any 
reply. In the process of his objection to 
the State Department, he apparently 
also criticized the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. MORSE] for calling 
Mr. Sukarno a no-good, corrupt man who 
would be in bed with the Communists 
were it not for American aid. I under
stand that the Senator from Oregon re
plied quite vehemently yesterday; and I 
agree with the statements that he made. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I am delighted to 
yield to the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Not vehemently; objec
tively. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I accept the modifi
cation. 

It might be interesting if we included 
some comments at this point concerning 
the history of Mr. Sukarno. 

At the same time that Shriver, the 
Director of the Peace Corps, fought the 
Japanese during World War II, Sukarno 
held down an important post with the 
enemy, that of general political adviser 
to the Japanese Military Government in 
Indonesia. 

In that post, Sukarno turned 2 million 
of his countrymen over to the Japanese 
to be treated, in the words of Maj. Gen. 
Charles Willoughby, who was our chief 
of intelligence in that area, "like coolie 
slaves." 

One of Sukarno's chief tasks was to 
exhort Indonesians into greater war ef-
forth: "We shall fiatten out America" 
and ''We shall overturn England." 

Then he organized a colossal anti
American rally in Djakarta on November 

8, 1944. An Indonesian weekly pub
lished photographs of Sukarno burning 
bigger-than-life pictures of Western 
leaders. A caption under the picture 
read: "Roosevelt, Churchill Condemned." 

In 1945 he jumped from a sinking Jap
anese ship and joined with the Soviets. 
He telegraphed Stalin asking support 
and pledged himself to the ultimate at
tainment of Russian aspirations. 

In 1949 Sukarno became President of 
the Indonesian republic. He has since 
guided Indonesian affairs with a ft.air 
that has enabled him to win the order of 
Lenin and to chortle in Djakarta: "This 
means I am a Communist of the highest 
order." 

There is information to the e:ff ect that 
Sukarno has publicly endorsed the Com
munist Party of Indonesia as "a genuine 
participant in the political process and 
the Nationalist movement." This en
dorsement has been made concrete by 
the appointment of large numbers of 
Communist Party members to the Par
liament and to advisory organs of the 
Government, such as the Supreme Ad
visory Council and the National Planning 
Council. 

Sukarno has received more than $1 
billion in late-model arms from the Com
munist world. I might say that a good 
portion of the :finances that he received 
with which to pay for these arms came 
from U .s. aid. Sukarno has embraced 
Mao Tse-tung, and has told listeners of 
Radio Peiping that he will work with Mao 
in the joint struggle "to create a world 
Socialist society," an aim "impossible t.o 
realize if imperialism still eXists in the 
world." He has promised support for the 
Communist campaign to "liberate For
mosa from imperialist lackeys." 

That is only a part of his history. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 

Senat.or yield? 
Mr. DOMINICK. I am delighted to 

yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator 

very much for this documentation on 
Sukarno. My prediction 1s that no 
matter how much aid the United States 
gives him, he will turn out to be worse 
than Castro. He is a two-timing politi
cian in Asia who will take everything we 
give him and then amputate the hand 
that feeds him. I hope that the admin
istration will recognize that reality and 
not make the mistake of pouring out 
additional money for Sukarno. At the 
present time aid has been suspended 
temporarily. It ought to be in perpe
tuity, because in my judgment here is a 
place in the world which is headed by 
a man so corrupt that any money we 
give him will not help the cause of free
dom, but will be used to carry out his 
diabolical purposes. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I appreciate very 
much the feelings, comments, and re
marks of the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon. All we have to do is to look at 
recent history; we do not have to go to 
past history, except, as I said, to lay the 
background for it. 

When he moved into West New 
Guinea, governed by the Dutch, who 
wanted to give the right of self-determi
nation to .more than 500,000 people, the 
Papuans, what did we do? Did we sup
port the Dutch in their effort to extend 
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self-determination to these people, a 
principle which we have so long pro
fessed as one of our guiding principles? 
We did not. We backed Sukarno, and 
we told the Dutch, in order to create 
peace in that area, they should get out. 
With no support, and inability to use our 
bases, to reinforce their troops in the 
area, the Dutch did get out. Sukarno 
has taken over this territory, and these 
people have been taken over, without 
any hope of self-determination, and 
without any hope of redress for any 
wrongs which may have been committed 
in that area. 

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I am delighted to 
yield. 

Mr. GRUENING. I commend the 
Senator from Colorado for his very cor
rect interpretation of what has hap
pened and on his extremely useful sum
ming up of some of the follies that we 
have committed in Indonesia. That is 
the only way I can describe them. They 
were follies. We have supported a ruth
less dictator and unscrupulous aggressor. 
His principles are in direct opposition to 
ours. He acted ruthlessly in moving to 
take over West New Guinea when that 
situation should have been left to the 
futw·e decision of the people them
selves. That area which the Dutch did 
not wish to retain themselves, although 
it had been a Dutch colony, should have 
been turned over to the United Nations 
under some kind of trusteeship or man
date, so that in the future, when those 
people had reached the point where they 
knew what they wanted, they could de
cide what status or political association 
they desired to have. 

That would have been the proper pol
icy for the United States to support. We 
yielded to Sukarno's bludgeonic tactics, 
for reasons that are difficult to justify. 
We allowed Sukarno to take those people 
over. The Senator from Colorado has 
performed a very useful service in the 
statement he has made. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I very much appre
ciate the support of the distinguished 
Senator from Alaska. Obviously, from 
comments which have been made here, 
there are opinions concerning Mr. Su
karno that are strong opinions and which 
are based on a historical position as to 
what he has been doing. When I re
ferred to Mr. Sukarno as a bandit, it is 
interesting to note that one of the defi
nitions of a bandit is one who takes un
fair advantage over others, usually to 
procure inordinate payment or profit. 

If that is not an accurate description 
of what he has been doing, not only in 
his own country and at the expense of 
his own people, who are fine people for 
the most part, but also in other places 
in that area, including west New Guinea 
and Malaysia, which he is now trying to 
break up, and including West Irian, and 
other places which he is trying to seize 
and hold onto, then I do not know what 
that word means. I have no intention 
on the :floor of the Senate to back down 
from such a description of Mr. Sukarno. 

JOURNALISM BY INVECTIVE 

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, the 
Washington Post seems to be most un-

happy about the reforms that have been 
made in the Senate in the foreign aid bill 
in the course of a 3-week debate. 

Let me state my belief that these re
forms have been constructive, needed, 
and desirable in every sense of the word, 
and should go far to improve, revitalize, 
rehabilitate, and save the foreign aid 
program. This program was rapidly 
falling apart both in its execution and 
in the estimation of an increasing num
ber of the American people. Not only 
has no damage been done to the pro
gram, but the amendments adopted 
should substantially strengthen it. 

As far as the quantitive cuts are con
cerned, they are unimportant. There 
is still more than $6 % billion in the 
"pipeline," which, for the benefit of the 
public means that that amount of 
money is the sum left over from pre
vious appropriations which has been un
expended. Therefore, if not one cent 
had been authorized or appropriated by 
this Congress, the program could have 
gone on for a year and a half or nearly 
2 years without difficulty. Moreover, a 
country-by-country approach would 
show that the total authorization could 
be cut further without impairment of 
the program. 

And yet we find in the leading edi
torial of today's Washington Post, en
titled "Sermon on Aid," the following 
characterizations. 

This has been, the Post says, a "bit
ter" fight over foreign aid. Note the 
adjective "bitter." 

In the next paragraph, the Post says 
that what Congress has done to the aid 
program is, in its opinion, "wrong and 
foolish." The Congress has carved the 
bill to the marrow. Anatomatically 
speaking, the marrow is the inside of the 
bone. Actually, Congress barely nicked 
the epidermis. 

Further, the Senate has "implanted a 
series of dogmatic restrictions." Note 
the word "dogmatic." And Congress 
apparently has been guilty of "spiteful 
use of aid as a club." Note the adjec
tive "spiteful" and the noun "club.'' 

The Post notes that the congressional 
"onslaught was not simply the act of a 
small and willful minority." I am glad 
that the Post recognizes that construc
tive amendments were adopted by ma
jority vote-as they obviously would have 
to be-and that in the case of some of 
the constructive amendments that failed 
of passage, they failed of passage by a 
very small margin and that usually there 
were some 40 votes for them. Were they 
all ''willful"? 

Next, we find in the Post's editorial 
that the "mayhem on aid found the 
majority support in Congress.'' Now, 
what is the definition of "mayhem"? As 
found in Webster's Collegiate Dictionary, 
it is "willful and permanent deprivation 
of a bodily member resulting in the im
pairment of a person's fighting ability,'' 
or "willful and permanent crippling, 
mutilation or disfigurement of any part 
of the body." I submit that all that has 
been done is to do some moderate plastic 
surgery on the body of the foreign aid 
bill designed to remove a few malignant 
tumors lest they spread and become 
lethal, and to excise a few warts that 

impaired its foreign aid's image. It 
might be characterized in part as a face
lifting operation. It was hardly "may
hem." 

Next, the Post says the Senate 
"hacked foreign aid to bits." 

Further, the Senate's action is ehar
acterized as an "irresponsible binge." 

Finally, the Post expresses the hope 
that "it may yet be possible to expunge 
some of the worst features of the Senate 
legislation" and thereby to remedy "the 
frailties of Congress." Actually, Con
gress has, for the first time since the 
beginning of the foreign aid program 
laid aside its past frailties of inaction and 
carried out in part its constitutional re
sponsibilities to be a vigilant and alert 
participant in the authorization of the 
expenditures of foreign aid funds. 

Now, we turn to the next page of the 
Post and find, under the heading: "Mat
ter of Fact," a column by Joseph Alsop 
entitled "The New Know-Nothings." 
Not surprisingly, the article refers to the 
action of the Senate on the foreign aid 
bill as "the new surge of know-nothing
ness." Actually, the Senate displayed a 
welcome and belated "know-something
ism" · about the foreign aid bill with 
which the public, and indeed much of 
the Congress, and certainly Mr. Alsop, 
had been largely unendowed hitherto. 

Mr. Alsop further characterized the 
debate as "squalid." 

Democratic Senators who took part in 
re-forming the bill are characterized as 
"liberal," the word "liberal" being in 
quotes, which quotes, of course, suggest 
that these "liberals" are unsound and 
wacky fellows. Senator MORSE is ref erred 
to as "ineifable." This is a highbrow 
smear adjective. Ineifable, as defined 
by Webster, means "incapable of being 
expressed in words; indescribable; un
speakable; not to be uttered." Does this 
mean that Mr. Alsop was at a loss to 
characterize Senator MORSE? 

Southerners who voted for some of 
these amendments are referred to as 
"embittered.'' 

Later in Mr. Alsop's column, Senators 
FRANK CHURCH, ALBERT GoRE, ABE RIBI
COFF, STUART SYMINGTON, STEPHEN YOUNG, 
HENRY JACKSON, and WILLIAM PROXMIRE 
are condemned as ''so-called liberals." 
They and the others are charged with 
"trying to gut the foreign aid bill." Note 
the verb "gut." 

Finally, all of them are charged with 
"peevishness," and Mr. Alsop declares 
that that is the "only motive now iden
tifiable." 

Speaking as an old journalist, Mr. Pres
ident, I regret such unintelligent and 
unperceptive interpretations of what 
happened in the Senate. 

Speaking again as an old newspaper
man, I regret the unrestrained use of 
defamatory adjectives by the Post's 
editorial writer, whoever he may be in 
this case, and by its syndicated col
umnist, Joe Alsop. 

Speaking as a Senator, I am proud of 
what the Senate has done in the last 3 
weeks, and I venture the prophecy that 
history, in the very near future as well 
as in the long run, will completely vindi
cate the Senate's performance as use
ful, needed, and constructive. It has 



1963 CONGRESSIONAL ·RECORD - SENA TE 21937 
done the administration and the foreign 
aid program an incalculable service. 
Had this service been performed in pre
vious years, it would have saved the 
American people billions of dollars out 
of the more than $100 billion which 
have been spent on foreign aid, much of 
it squandered. It would have made our 
foreign aid infinitely more effective and 
would have left the world in a much 
better condition than it is now. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD the article entitled "The New 
Know-Nothings," written by Joseph 
Alsop, and the editorial entitled "Ser
mon on Aid,'' both published in the 
Washington Post of today, November 15, 
1963. 

There being no objection, the article 
and editorial were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

SERMON ON Am 
President Kennedy used the pulpit of his 

omce yesterday to deliver a. powerful sermon 
on the need for foreign a.id. He did not dis
pute the constitutional right of Congress to 
decide how much money should be appro
priated. But he did point out that the ex
penditures involved are hardly crushing, that 
foreign aid 1is "a valuable arm" of U.S. policy, 
and that in the end it is the President
not Members of Congress-who is held ac
countable for the success or failure of our 
diplomacy. 

The pity is that the President did not 
make his forceful statements weeks ago in 
a full-scale address to the country. There 
were clear storm warnings that this year 
would see a bitter fight over foreign aid. 
Yet here, as in other areas of controversy, 
there has been a reluctance to commit the 
full resources of the Presidency to a drive for 
the administration's programs. The sermon 
comes late-after the ushers have already 
passed the collection plate. 

What Congress has done to the aid pro
gram is, in our opinion, wrong and foolish. 
Not only has Congress carved to the marrow 
the President's budget request; the Senate 
has also implanted a series of dogmatic re
strictions on the use of aid. Surely Mr. 
Kennedy is only stating the obvious in re
minding Congress that the world changes 
swiftly and that spiteful use of aid as a. club 
usually does not have the intended effect. 

Yet the congressional onslaught was not 
simply the act of a small and w1llful mi
nority. The mayhem on aid found majority 
support in Congress-and no doubt has ma
jority support in the country. It is no acci
dent that the Peace Corps received generous 
treatment in the House at the same time 
foreign aid was being hacked to bits 1n the 
Senate. Both actions express a consensus on 
Capitol Hill and in the country. 

It is easy to make Congress the scapegoat
especially when the Senate goes on an irre
sponsible binge and appears to dictate day
to-day pollcy to the Executive. But the 
mischievous action of Congress cannot wholly 
absolve the President of his past inaction. 
Whose job is it to disclose the purposes of 
American policy, to explain in plausible 
terms to the man in the street the American 
stake in using aid to help buttress the inde
pendence of remote countries? When Mr. 
Kennedy says that he needs foreign aid, he 
has to persuade the electorate no less t.han 
Congress. 

Mr. Kennedy's sermon in and of itself was 
admirable. It may yet be possible to ex
punge some of the worst features of the 
Senate legislation in conference with the 
House. But the result thus far tells some
thing not Only about the frailties of Con
gress. It also tells us that more vigorous 
leadership on the part of the administration 

is essential to the achievement of its objec
tives. 

THE NEW KNOW-NOTHINGS 
(By Joseph Alsop) 

In the tedious but crucial struggle over, 
the foreign aid blll, the old tradition of na
tional-minded bipartisanship has been sav
ing President Kennedy's bacon. 

In the preliminary wrestling with the bill 
in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
the senior members of the majority and mi
nority, Senators WILLIAM F'uLBRIGHT, of Ar
kansas, and BOURKE B. HICKENLOOPER, of 
Iowa, acted together as partners. 

Senator HICKENLOOPER is not widely 
known for his reluctance to take a good, 
hard, partisan whack at the Democrats when
ever he sees a chance to do so. He thought 
that the foreign aid authorization that Sen
ator FULBRIGHT wanted the committee to ap
prove-$4.2 billion-was a bit on the high 
side. But when F'uLBRIGHT argued that "we 
have got to give them something to cut," 
HICKENLOOPER loyally went along. 

Again, when the leadership belatedly dis
covered the power of the new surge of know
nothingism in the Senate, a hasty strategy 
meeting to discuss the best blocking tactics 
was strictly bipartisan, and was even held 
in the Republican cloakroom. The majority 
and minority leaders, Senators MIKE MANS
FIELD, of Montana, and EVERETT DIRKSEN, of 
Illinois, joined with FULBRIGHT and HICKEN
LOOPER in the decision to make a voluntary 
preliminary cut of $385 mill1on in the com
mittee total, in order to forestall worse cuts 
by the new know-nothings. 

Since then, through the long, squalid, and 
still unfinished struggle on the Senate floor, 
DmKSEN, HICKENLOOPER, and a good many 
other Republicans have continued to stand 
four square for national mindedness and bi
partisanship. 

Meanwhile, the President's bill has been 
under bit~r. persistent partisan attack by 
Democratic Senators, with a group of liberal 
Democrats, headed by the ineffable Senator 
WAYNE MORSE, of Oregon, leading the at
tackers. Even that famous Republican con
servative, Senator BARRY GOLDWATER, of Ari
zona, had been kinder to the foreign aid pro
gram than the new Democratic know-noth
ings, for he has at least been absent for al
most every key vote. 

The most dramatic vote, though not the 
closest, was on MoRSE's motlon to gut the 
b111 for good and all, by recommitting it to 
the Foreign Relations Committee. Twenty
eight other Senators voted with the Oregon 
paragon, and 20 of them were Democrats. 

Another Mor,se amendment, to cut the De
velopment Loan Fund by $25 million, car
ried by a vote of 42 to 40, and 24 of the 
Morse adherents were Democrats. Embit
tered southerners, like RICHARD RUSSELL, of 
Georgia, and HARRY F. BYRD, of Virginia, 
have, of course, followed MORSE, gladly yield
ing h1m the leadership on this occasion. 

MoBSE's deputy commander in the attack 
has been the old New Dealer from Ala8ka, 
Senator ERNEST GRUENING. So-called lib
erals who have Joined MORSE are FRANK 
CHURCH, of Idaho; ALBERT GORE, of Tennes
see; the former Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare in the Kennedy Cabinet, 
ABE RmICOFF, of Connecticut; STUART SY
MINGTON, of Missouri; and STEPHEN YOUNG, 
of Ohio; plus HENRY JACKSON, of Washing
ton, and WILLIAM PROXMIRE, of Wisconsin, on 
the fund cut. 

Besides trying to gut the foreign aid bill 
in every other way, the new know-nothings 
have put forward an astonishing number of 
backseat driving amendments. "Some pe~ 
ple," Senator HicKENLOOPEK has said grimly, 
"want to turn the U.S. Senate into another 
committee on the conduct of the war, which 
helped the South more than Robert E. Lee." 

The result, beyond much doubt, would be 
a. half-crippled foreign aid program. The 

Alliance for Progress, for instance, will be 
lucky to get $525 million-apparently be
cause Senator MORSE and his friends are re
luctant to allow the United States to spend 
as much on the prevention of communism in 
Latin America as the Communist bloc is now 
spending for the sole purpose of propping up 
Fidel Castro in Cuba. 

If the effort in Vietnam is not weakened, 
all other military aid programs wm have to 
be cut drastically. Thus old and tried allies 
which cannot otherwise a1ford their present 
levels of defense, like Turkey, Greece, Na
tionalist China, and South Korea, will be hit 
where it hurts most--apparently because 
Senators SYMINGTON and RIBICOFF think it is 
a bad bargain to add this strength to our 
side at one-tenth the cost of an equal num
ber of American troops. 

Finally, development loans, which offer the 
best hope of future progress and are also to 
be repaid in the end, will be cut to the point 
of grave damage to American foreign policy. 
In short, the national interest is under heavy 
attack. It would be more comprehensible if 
the attack had a partisan motive; but pee
vishness, alas, is the only motive now identi
fiable. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. GRUENING. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I congratulate the 

Senator from Alaska on his penetrating 
analysis of both the Washington Post 
editorial and the inexcusable, ignorant 
column by Mr. Alsop. The country is 
greatly indebted to the Senator from 
Alaska for the strong leadership that he 
extended to those of us who have fought 
during the past 3 weeks to try to bring 
to an end some of the worst inefficien
cies. waste, and causes of international 
corruption that are embedded and in
grained in the foreign aid program. 

Probably the Senate will complete 
action on the bill today. But this will 
not be the last time there will be action 
on the bill. If the conference report con
tains any attempt to undo what the Sen
ate has done, there will be a further 
debate at great length, so that the 
American people may again have the 
facts presented to them as to how they 
are being rooked by the foreign aid pro
gram. 

It is with sadness in my heart that 
I find that my President is making state
ments and speeches following that line 
on foreign aid, but is not uttering a word 
in those speeches by way of a pledge 
to the taxpayers that he intends to do 
something about the inefficiencies, waste, 
and inexcusable wrongs that are em
bedded in the foreign aid bill. 

I spoke yesterday on the basis of a 
foot-high compilation of reports from 
the Comptroller General of the United 
States, which pointed out the shocking 
waste of millions of dollars of taxpayers' 
money in the sinkholes of foreign aid. 
1 most respectfully ask my President: 
"When are you going to do something 
about correcting those wrongs, which 
are a matter of proof, in regard to for
eign aid?" 

The President will get my support for 
a good foreign aid program, but he will 
not get my support, and does not have 
my support.: fo~ a continuation of the 
kind of foreign aid that he .is talking 
about, and to which he referred in ·his 
speech in New .York City last Friday and 
his news conference yesterday, because 
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the President cannot make a case in 
support of that kind of foreign aid. 

The President asks, "Who will get the 
blame if the program does not work?" 
He answers, "I will get the blame." 

Let me say that Congress will get the 
blame, and should get the blame, if it 
does not exercise its authority under the 
Constitution to check the President in 
connection with the wasting of hundreds 
of millions of dollars of taxpayers' 
money that is now being poured down 
the sinkholes of foreign aid in many 
parts of the world. 

Mr. GRUENING. I thank the Sen
ator from Oregon. He has been the 
leader in the gallant and devoted fight 
to improve the foreign aid program. 

I am not opposed to foreign aid. I 
favor it. I have favored it all along. 
However, at various times I have sought 
to present amendments which I hoped 
would cure some of the deficiencies of 
the program. Some of these were ac
cepted in the Senate, over the opposi
tion of the leadership, but later were de
leted in conference, when the State De
partment and AID officials rushed up 
and said they would ruin the program. 

In the past 3 weeks, under the lead
ership of the distinguished senior Sen
ator from Oregon [Mr. MoRsEl, the first 
serious attempts to debate and to reform 
were made, and they were successful. 
They did not go quite as far as they 
might have, because some of the pro
posals submitted by the Senator from 
Oregon and some of the proposals sub
mitted by me were not accepted, al
though some of them came close to be
ing accepted, and thus showed that there 
is widespread dissatisfaction with the 
way the program has been administered. 

The amendments which have been 
adopted are most desirable, but I con
sider them only a beginning. 

I hope that with the leadership the 
Senator from Oregon has demonstrated 
and with the clear indications of con
gressional leadership during the debate 
and in connection with the action taken 
on the amendments, we shall have a bet
ter program. 

I believe we shall have a better pro
gram next year; but we must constantly 
be vigilant to be sure that the agencies 
involved carry out the intent of Con
gress. I believe it would be very objec
tionable if some of the activities now ad
ministered by the AID agency were to be 
transferred to the Army or to other Gov
ernment agencies, and thus be concealed. 
Congress must retain control of the pro
gram. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Alaska yield? 

Mr. GRUENING. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I am glad the Senator 

from Alaska has made that statement, 
because that matter will be the subject 
of one of the great debates next year, in
asmuch as the maneuver now being at
tempted is to turn the military aid pro
gram over to the Pentagon. The great 
issue is, How much longer are we going 
to let the Pentagon determine so much 
of our foreign policy? 

The State Department is really a split 
entity, these days, because much of our 
foreign aid is, in fact and in effect, being 

determined by the Pentagon, not by the 
State Department. If we let the Penta
gon get its hands on militiary aid
which is inseperable from U.S. foreign 
policy-we shall be in for very serious 
trouble. 

Bad as the State Department is at the 
present time, we must require it to ad
minister all foreign policy, and not per
mit it to divide its obligations and duties 
with the Pentagon. 

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, I am 
glad the Senator from Oregon supports 
my View-which I know he has held
that Congress must retain control of, 
or must continue its efforts to control, 
the foreign aid program. At this ses
sion, that has been done for the first 
time; and of course that requires main
taining supervision over the military part 
of the program. 

In connection with the next foreign 
aid bill, we must also be sure that the 
lending functions are continued by U.S. 
agencies, not turned over to international 
agencies over which Congress would have 
no real control. So if a move is made to 
stop development loans as a part of the 
program over which Congress will have 
jurisdiction, I warn that such an at
tempt must be stopped, because if it were 
to be successful, we would lose complete 
control over that part of the program. 
Such functions should not be turned 
over to international lending agencies 
which already have an important part 
in the program; but all lending func
tions now under the foreign aid program 
should be maintained there, where they 
will be under the vigilant and alert eye 
of Congress. I hope that will be done. 

I made a study, for the Government 
Operations Committee, of the programs 
in 10 countries in the Middle East. In 
the case of two of them, I found the pro
gram was well carried out and was pur
poseful, and that there was a clear un
derstanding of what was to be accom
plished. In those cases I recommended 
that the program be both continued and 
increased. I make this statement be
cause in tpe past it has been assumed 
that anyone who was at all critical of 
the foreign aid program was opposed to 
foreign aid. However, that is not the 
case. I shall support the foreign aid 
program whenever I can, when it is sound 
and reasonably and effectively admin
istered, and not only does not squander 
millions and billions of U.S. taxpayers' 
dollars, but · actually produces results 
wqich are effective in connection with 
our national plans and purposes. 

But the aid we have given Sukarno is 
a positive scandal and is disgraceful. 
We have built up a Frankenstein monster 
in the Far East; and we have done much 
the same in the Middle East, with Nasser. 

I am hopeful that the amendments the 
Senate has adopted, which will stop the 
giving of our aid to aggressors, and par
ticularly to Indonesia, in connection with 
the foreign aid program, will be carried 
out and administered rigidly and cor
rectly by the administration. 

RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE EXECU
TIVE AND LEGISLATIVE BRANCHES 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, in the 
Washington Post of November 11 there 

was published. an article, written by the 
columnists Rowland Evans and Robert 
Novak. The article, entitled "The Sen
ate's Scandal," is clearly both cruel and 
unfair. For one thing, the article in
cludes the following statement: 

Kindly, well-meaning Senator MIKE MANS
FIELD, of Montana, has been a tragic mis
take as majority leader. 

The article contains other statements 
along the same line; and they would 
cause a reader-if he did not know the 
facts-to gain the impression that an 
incipient revolt is developing among the 
members of the Democratic Party in 
the Senate against the so-called poor 
leadership of the Senator from Montana. 
But I believe the article completely 
misses the point, which is that there is 
nothing wrong with the leadership in the 
Senate, but there is a great deal of trou
ble with the leadership in the White 
House. 

In this connection, I invite attention 
to another article which is in somewhat 
the same category, insofar as unadjusti
fied criticism of the Senate leadership is 
concerned. This article was written by 
Doris Fleeson, and was published in the 
Washington Star of November 13. 

In an article written by David Law
rence, and published on the same date in 
the Washington Star, the following con
clusion is drawn: "that the people o1 this 
coµntry, through their congressional 
representatives, disapprove of the legis
lative program proposed by the Demo
cratic Party's national leader and want 
a change in leadership." 

I believe Mr. Lawrence has more cor
rectly called attention to the real prob
lem. The leadership in the White House 
has been lucky to have had a majority 
leader in the Senate such as the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD], and is 
lucky to have gotten what it received 
during the first 2 years-the honeymoon 
years-of the New Frontier, and should 
not be at all surprised to find that the 
honeymoon is over now that the people 
back home have begun to realize what 
has been hitting them and what will hit 
them for some years to come, as a result 
of the billion dollar deficit spending pro
grams which have been requested by the 
White House. 

Although I have opposed some of them 
I think recognition should be given t~ 
the fact that the majority leader, the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD], 
has been a "good soldier," and has done 
a rather effective job of getting through 
the Senate the spending programs that 

. really count. 
There has been considerable criticism 

of Congress. I, for one, do not object to 
a certain amount of criticism, if criticism 
is due. But too many persons who are 
too ready and willing to snipe at Con
gress apparently do not realize that 
there are three branches of the Federal 
Government-the executive, the legisla
tive, and the judicial. Some of them 
recognize that there is a judicial branch 
when the Supreme Court hands down a 
decision involving the recital of prayers 
in the public schools. But as between 
the executive branch and the legislative 
branch, I fear there are too many people 
who are too much impressed by the 
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Madison Avenue techniques utilized in 
statements coming out of the White 
House as a result of which they over
look the shortcomings there. · 

The volume of White House-sponsored 
measures submitted in the last 2 % years, 
all carrying the label of "urgent," has 
been multitudinous. It has been beyond 
the capacity of any Congress to digest, 
much less the ability of the people of the 
United States to pay for. 

There was no mandate from the peo
ple for such a program. President Ken
nedy was elected by less than 50 percent 
of the votes of the people who voted in 
1960. For some strange reason or other, 
some of his advisers seemed to conclude 
that there was a mandate from the peo
ple for an overwhelming deluge of vast 
new Federal spending programs and in
creases in existing programs. There 
was no such mandate at all. Members 
of Congress are more directly connected 
with the feelings of the people in their 
districts and States; and they know that 
the people have had too much already. 
It took them 2 % years to wake up to 
what is hitting them. 

I have been pointing out that if we 
merely consider the inflation that the 
sum of $21 billion of deficit spending 
since January 1, 1961, has produced, 
which amounts to about $19.5 billion, 
and apply it to the people throughout 
the United States in terms of sales taxes, 
Senators will find that their people in 
the various States have been hit by sales 
taxes and -indirect sales taxes ranging 
all the way from 2 to 4 % percent. 

People wonder why the cost of gro
ceries, the cost of housing, the cost of 
building new schools, and the cost of 
State and local government are going up. 
They can look to the New Frontier for 
the answer, and particularly to Members 
of Congress who have engaged in spend
ing billions of dollars more than we take 
in. I do not think it should be over
looked that the White House has been 
part and parcel of the entire operation. 
The White House would have taken 
more if Congress would have given it 
more. 

Let us face the fact that it takes peo
ple a while to realize what is hitting 
them. It has now taken them about 
2 % years; and we trust that by the elec
tion a year from now quite a few mil
lion more will be realizing what has hit 
them and will vote accordingly. 

An article by the distinguished col
umnist, William White, appeared in the 
Washington Evening Star on November 
11. The article is entitled "Congress 
Needs Defenders." Mr. White expressed 
concern over the fact that there have 
not been enough Members of the legis
lative branch of the Government speak
ing out in defense of some of the 
criticisms that have been thrown at 
Congress, particularly this year, and sug
gested that there ought to be more de
fense of Congress. 

I should like to say that I have done 
my share of pointing out where Congress 
is to blame and pointing out where the 
White House is to blame. I have done 
my share of def ending Congress as an 
independent legislative branch of the 
Government. 

One of my great disappointments since 
I have been Senator has been to see the 
Senate, which historically has existed as 
a great independent legislative body of 
our Federal Government, degenerate 
pretty much into a rubberstamp Senate. 
There have been a few exceptions. The 
Senate's rejection, on a procedural point, 
of the Department's ill-devised, ill-con
ceived, poorly presented, a:r;id highly par
tisanly presented urban affairs proposal, 
the Senate's rejection of the unfair 
Kennedy medicare proposal, known as 
the King-Anderson bill, which was at
tempted by way of an amendment a year 
ago, and now the Senate's treatment of 
the foreign aid bill, are about the only 
three exceptions during the last nearly 
3 years in which the Senate has really 
existed as an independent legislative 
branch of the Federal Government. 

The Senate and the House are to be 
criticized for not adhering a little niore 
closely to the traditional separation of 
powers. I am ready, willing, and able 
to criticize those bodies for not doing so. 
I am also ready, willing, and able to 
criticize some of the rules which I con
sider obsolete for effective management 
of our legislative business. I have not 
been around here so long that I have 
become so enamored with every type of 
rule that we have as to think that no 
rule can be changed or abolished. Some 
rules are desirable. It is desirable to 
have a brake in the form of a better than 
50-percent vote for cloture. There was 
quite an argument on that question early 
this year. Some Senators said that 51 
Senators ought to be enough to choke 
off debate. Some said that it should re
quire two-thirds of the Senators present 
and voting to choke off debate. That is 
the present rule. Some said it ought to 
be three-fifths, or 60 Senators. All kinds 
of combinations were proposed. 

The point was made by the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] that 
more than half the Senators thought 
there ought to be some change in the 
rules. We never could agree on what 
the rules changes should be. I had my 
own little plan. I said that I favored 
a three-fifths rule, provided at least a 
majority of Members of both parties 
were included in that three-fifths. I am 
not about to submit to a change in the 
rules to permit a Senate composed of 67 
Democrats and ~3 Republicans to have 
debate choked off by a vote of 60 Demo
crats. If 60 Senators, composed of a 
majority of the Democrats and a ma
jority of the Republicans, desire cloture, 
that is satisfactory. But to think of 
choking off debate by a vote of all the 
Members of one party is to me something 
that would violate the traditional protec
tion of minority rights which the Senate 
stands for. 

I am not in favor of some of the pro
posed rule changes in respect to cloture, 
but I do favor a change along the lines 
I have mentioned. 

There is the rule of germaneness which 
the distinguished Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PASTORE] and many others, 
including myself, have sought to change. 
The proposal is on the calendar. 
Whether it will ever be called up remains 
to be seen. It is a sensible rule. It 

would provide that during the first 3 
hours of debate in the afternoon the dis
cussion must be on the subject that is 
pending. After that a Senator could 
talk about anything. We do not have 
such a rule. As a result, with the Mundt 
amendment now pending, discussion 
could take place on almost any subject. 
What I am now saying has nothing to do 
with the pending business, nor has much 
of what has been already said this after
noon. That rule should be changed. I 
believe that the resolution proposed by 
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PASTORE] and other Senators would 
greatly speed up the legislative process 
in the Senate, because if the Pastore 
proposal were now in effect, we would be 
about finished with the amendment, and 
we would probably be through the foreign 
aid bill by 3 o'clock. Then if any Sen
ator wished to talk about anything else, 
he could remain here and do so. That 
is a change that should be made. 

Of course, there is the perennial ques
tion of whether there should be a Joint 
Committee on the Budget. For the past 
2 or 3 years the able Senator from Ar
kansas [Mr. McCLELLAN] and approx
imately 60 other Senators, including my
self, have cosponsored a bill which has 
passed the Senate unanimously. It has 
gone to the House, and there it has never 
seen the light of day. That bill would 
provide for the creation of a Joint Com
mittee on the Budget. There is a Joint 
Committee on Internal Revenue to take 
care of the finance side of things, and it 
works very well. When we are dealing 
with subjects as complicated as rev
enues, taxes, and tariffs, we need a thor
oughly competent staff, and we need a 
harmonious working group of Senators 
and Representatives. 

So those have come along pretty well 
in the area of tax legislation. But when 
it comes to spending, we really have 
trouble because there is no organization 
in the legislative branch that can possi
bly cope with the Bureau of the Budget, 
in the executive branch. On taxes, we 
have the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue, which can hold its own in ana
lyzing the proposals of the Treasury De
partment; but we have no control over 
the Bureau of the Budget. It is about 
time we had a little control over our 
budget. It is about time to start putting 
our revenues and spending into balance. 

Although I know there are some econ
omists who believe it is sophisticated to 
have inflation as a means ·to achieve 
prosperity, the fact remains that the 
great bulk of the American people be
lleve--thank goodness-in the "Puritan 
ethic" toward which Dr. Heller, the 
Chairman of the President's Council of 
Economic Advisers has such a disdain
ful attitude. But these are changes that 
should be made, and until they are made 
I shall be ready, willing and able to crit
icize the legislative branch, of which I 
am a Member. 

Let us get a proper perspective of the 
situation, as far as what has been going 
on this year is concerned. Let us recog
nize that Members of Congress are fair
ly close to the people back home. They 
are closer than the President of the 
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United States. They· know when the peo
ple are beginning to be disturbed. They 
know that if they do not acquiesce to a 
reasonable extent in the people's con
cern, either by voting the way the people 
want them to vote or by being able to 
persuade the people to change their 
minds, they will not be reelected to Con
gress. 

I have supported the foreign aid bill 
for each of the past 2 years. I shall 
have something to say about the bill be
fore final passage, which we hope will 
come today. I propose to support the 
foreign aid bill this year. 

I have received a good amount of cor
respondence from people indicating their 
great disaffection with the foreign aid 
program. I do not have many letters 
saying "chop ofi foreign aid altogether," 
although all of us have received some of 
those. Most people, I believe, are con
vinced that foreign aid is a proper part 
of our national policy. They want to see 
a dollar's value for a dollar spent. I do 
not believe that we in Congress have been 
doing as good a job on that point as we 
should have done. We are to be criti
cized for this; but when we start to do 
a job, the criticism should not be leveled 
at us but should be leveled at those who 
have brought this situation upon the 
Congress; namely, the administrators 
and those who have been asking for it, 
and that includes the President of the 
United States. All the talk in the past 
few days about the shortsightedness of 
Congress-and particularly the Senate
in chopping down the amounts of foreign 
aid is falling on deaf ears back home. 
I believe most people are beginning to 
say, "Thank goodness, Congress finally is 
starting to exercise its prerogative of 
serving as a true check and a true bal
ance on the executive branch." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the articles to which I have 
ref erred may be printed in the RECORD 
at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Nov. 11, 19631 

THE SENATE'S ScANDAL 
(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak) 

The real scandal of the Senate isn't the 
Bobby Baker case or the ethical code of Sena
tors. It's the Senate's ever-widening leader
ship void. 
· What Connecticut's Senator THOMAS DODD 
dared blurt out on the Senate floor last week, 
other Senators have been whispering in the 
cloakrooms for months. Kindly, well-mean
ing Senator MIKE MANSFIELD, of Montana, 
has been a tragic mistake as majority leader. 

The all-year session of Congress won't pro
duce either the tax bill or the civil rights 
bill. Appropriations bills that should have 
been passed last summer may actually be car
ried into 1964, throwing Federal agencies into 
utter ·confusion. And although the Senate 
is considerably more liberal than the House, 
it has become the rea.I stumbling block for 
the Kennedy program. 

Much of the blame rests with MANSFIELD'S 
unique theories of leadership. He sees the 
majority leader as an administrator, neither 
prying into individual Senators' views nor 
trying to change ·them. 

Accordingly, when MANSFIELD replaced 
LYNDON B. JOHNSON as Democratic leader in 

·1961, he began to dismantle the elaborate 
intelligence . . and persuasion machinery con
structed by JOHNSON. The once formidable 
staff of the majority leader shrunk to a piti
ful handful. 

Moreover, MANSFIELD'S theory fed upon 
itself. As his sightless and voiceless opera
tion predictably gave birth to disorderly 
:fiascoes in the Senate, he increasingly with
drew within himself. 

MANSFIELD is now nearly isolated. He has 
regular contact only with two or three con
servative Senators (who have little interest 
in promoting the Kennedy program). There 
is almost no communication between MANS
FIELD and Minnesota's HUBERT HUMPHREY, 
the assistant majority leader. 

In his isolation, MANSFIELD got the current 
foreign aid debate off to a bad start by pro
posing a cut in funds without consulting 
key members of the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee. He has not conferred with Ari
zona's Senator CARL HAYDEN, chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee, about the critical 
slowdown in money b11ls. He mistakenly got 
the impression that Virginia's Senator HARRY 
F. BYRD, chairman of the Finance Committee, 
had agreed to finish action on the tax cut 
bill within 6 weeks (when BYRD really had no 
such intention). 

Worse yet is the way MANSFIELD'S over
courteous attention to the wishes of other 
Senators gives de facto control of the Senate 
to any Member who wants to impose his own 
schedule on his colleagues. That often turns 
out to be WAYNE MORSE, Of Oregon. 

Though blessed with a 2-to-1 Democratic 
majority, MANSFIELD defers repeatedly to Re
publican wishes-an attitude which helps 
make Minority Leader EVERETT McKINLEY 
DIRKSEN, of Illinois, the most powerful man 
in the Senate today (and one of MANSFIELD'S 
f.l,rdent admirers). 

The confusion is compounded by the fall 
of Bobby Baker, who as the Senate majority's 
secretary often was MANSFIELD'S only link 
to reality and the rest of the Senators. 

Rank-and-file Democratic Senators reveled 
in their new-found freedom when MANSFIELD 
first replaced JOHNSON, but their smiles 
faded long ago. 

They also yearn for a little old-fashioned 
partisanship. When MANSFIELD lauded Re
publican Senator JOHN WILLIAMS, of Dela
ware, for exposing details of the Baker case, 
two Democrats silently stalked off the floor 
in disgust. 

But this doesn't mean a plot to dethrone 
MANSFIELD is in the making. That's not the 
way of the world's most exclusive club. 

[From the Evening Star, Nov. 13, 1963) 
CREEPING ENNUI IN CONGRESS-LACK OJ 

ACCOMPLISHMENT SAID TO MAKE MEMBERS 
FEEL CRITICISM MORE 

(By Doris Fleeson) 
The Congress is experlencing something 

to which it is not accustomed, and that is 
just plain boredom. 

It is on the defensive more than usual, but 
criticism is par for the course, and Members 
are adjusted to it. They ride out attacks 
and even scandal with considerable indif
ference, provided they feel they are accom
plishing something. 

But it ls mid-November, and they are 
marking time on the annual appropriations 
chores and dawdling over what was, at the 
start, mostly leftover programs. The result 
is creeping ennui which is expressing itself 
in the remarkable outbreak of personalities 
iri the Senate and frequently a reckless in
difference to the consequences of the Mem
bers' own acts. 

Sena.tor DoDD, Connecticut Democrat, apol
ogized rather comically for breaking the club 
rules with attacks on his own and the Re
publican leadership. Yet out of the result
ing ooze emerges a clear notion of the com-

plaint heard in ever-rising volume. The 
complaint comes from moderates as well as 
liberals, and even some experienced conserv
atives acknowledge misgivings that the "ins" 
of both parties will eventually suffer at the 
polls. 

The complaint is itself a paradox. It 
amounts simply to a cry for leadership. Re
minders that strong leadership from the 
President and party leaders is always re
sisted with cries of "dictator" are brushed 
aside. It would appear that what is wanted 
is at least an appearance of conviction and 
struggle. 

Congress misses those impatient men who 
breathed down their necks and demanded 
"hurry, hurry, hurry." A veteran moderate 
who has served in House and Senate voices 
the pervading lament in these terms: 

"The President is working hard, but he 
does not make us feel that he cares intensely, 
and we must care, too. Sure, the public 
likes him and his family and he will get by 
next year, but what about us? We are tak
ing the rap for his desire to get on with 
everybody. 

"Even the calendar is turned against us 
by our own leaders. They are so eager to 
please us as individuals they make it next to 
impossible for us to function as a legisla
tive body. We anticipate a vote and then 
learn that MANSFIELD has promised we will 
not have it for a week so some Members can 
go home. We are repeatedly in session when 
a private promise means nothing can hap
pen." 

A Democratic Senator who doggedly re
sisted the then majority leader, LYNDON 
JOHNSON, at some cost to himself, still says 
that JOHNSON was imperious, unfair and 
played favorites. but adds: "I wish I had him 
back." 

The situation on the Hill raises the old 
question of the President's commitment to 
his ideal of a strong Presidency and to his 
program. His aids are already in print with 
explanations of the limits of his power, and 
it is hard to discern even now any real dent 
in the complacency of the executive branch. 

THE PRESIDENT AND HIS PARTY-DEMOCRATS 
CONTROLLING CONGRESS CALLED UNWILLING 
To ENACT LEADER'S PROGRAM 

(By David Lawrence) 
President Kennedy would be overwhelm

ingly defeated if the presidential election 
were held today and the standards of judg
ment and the system prevailing in other 
English-speaking democracies--such as Can
ada or Great Britain-were applied. 

For the Democratic Party, which holds 67 
percent of the membership of the Senate and 
almost 60 percent of the House of Repre
a.entatives, has failed after more than 10 
!D-Onths of Continuous sessions to pass the 
legislative program proposed by its titular 
leader, President Kennedy. 

The truth is the chosen representatives of 
the Democratic Party have been unwilling to 
use their clear majority of votes to adopt the 
recommendations of the President, either be
cause the voters of the country do not ap
prove or because the legislators have them
selves mistakenly interpreted the wishes of 
the people. 
· When a party in power under the parlia
mentary system fails, it is customary for the 
Nation to turn that party out of power in 
an election called whenever the voters really 
demand it. Under the American system, there 
is no such way to fix responsibility. It can
not be determined immediately whether the 
President is at fault for having failed to ex
ercise effective leadership within his party. 
Nor can it be determined for 2 years a~ter 
an election whether Congress has really been 
heeding the voices of the citizens in disap
proval of the President's policies or whether 
the Democrats in Congress have misconstrued 
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the wishes of the people in holding up many 
of the measures proposed by the executive 
branch of the Government. 

It has often been argued thait, in the United 
States, a President who cannot control his 
own party in Congress can look to the opposi
tion party to gain enough votes so that a co
alition will form a majority and adopt his 
program. But the fact is that an unorganized 
coalition of Republicans and Democrats in 
both Houses of Congress has actually 
emerged on several controversial questions 
as an opposition majority to block the pas
sage or demand substantial changes in pend
ing measures before they can even be con
sidered for passage. 

The Democratic Party in Congress today, 
moreover, not only possesses a clear majority 
but controls every committee in both Houses. 
In committees, too, a combination of two 
parties can block action and actually is doing 
so today in many instances. So, for all prac
tical purposes, the coalition majority is, in 
effect, repudiating the policies of the Demo
cratic Party leader-President Kennedy. 

In other countries, this repudiation would 
be accepted as sufficient reason for asking 
the country by its votes to decide at once 
whether a new prime minister should be 
chosen from the opposition party or whether 
the existing majority party should be given 
a vote of confidence and permitted to keep 
its leader or select a new one from its own 
party. Thus, the people do the deciding, and 
they hold the incumbent party or its leader 
responsible. 

Today in the United States, however, the 
Nation has no clear idea of who is responsible 
for the stalemate in Government. The con
cept of Presidential leadership is fuzzy. The 
talk in the press is that President Kennedy 
is popular, and the public opinion polls are 
cited to support the idea. But a foreign ob
server would ask how a President can be 
popular if he cannot command a majority 
in the National Legislature. 

In off-year elections, when the names of 
the presidential nominees are not on the 
ballot, a clear-cut example of a mandate 
is rarely furnished by the electorate. Indeed, 
in the November 1962, congressional elections 
there were more Republican than Democratic 
votes cast in the regions outside the solid 
South, but the Democratic Party neverthe
less furnished enough Members to make vir
tually a two-thirds majority. Yet every
body knew that southern Congressmen don't 
agree with the administration's viewpoint. 

When, however, the Democrats retained 
their majorities in both Houses of Congress 
in the national election in 1962, this was 
hailed by Mr. Kennedy's supporters as a vic
tory for him. Yet today-12 months later
the Democratic Party has failed to get the 
support of its majority in both Houses to 
pass the legislation the President has de
manded. The conclusion is that the people 
of this country, through their congressional 
representatives, disapprove of the legislative 
program proposed by the Democratic Party's 
national leader and want a change in leader
ship. 

CONGRESS NEEDS DEFENDERS 
(By William S. White) 

What's the matter with Congress, and es
pecially the Senate, and why isn't it doing 
more? 

There are several answers. The session 
has been far too long, the President having 
asked far too much, and it looks as if the 
present Congress will still be sitting here 
struggling with old problems when the new 
Congress is called to assemble next January. 
Memoers therefore are tired and irritable
and unduly afraid of a bitter and sustained 
attack on Congress, as an institution, that 
is not being met by Congress itself with cour
age or commonsense. 

This strictly bipartisan assault comes from 
an odd collection. There are political theo
rists who believe both the Senate and House 
are mere horse-and-buggy nuisances which 
should be retired to some dusty national 
museum while the White House-so long as 
they like its current occupant-runs all the 
show. There are violently pro-Kennedy men 
who think anything the President proposes 
is unarguably good and thus that any con
gressional resistance, or even delay in meet
ing his demands, is unarguably obstructive 
and evil. 

There are other well-intentioned people 
who, through long brainwashing, have come 
to believe that congressional performance is 
to be measured like industria1

. production or 
the sales rate of liverwurst at the supermar
ket. So many thingajimmies off the assem
bly line this month; so many packets of 
sausage across the supermarket counter. 

OVERLOOKED OBLIGATION 
In many minds the sole standard of con

gressional achievement has come to be how 
many bills have been passed in what period. 
This extraordinary foolishness wholly over
looks the fact that negative inaction on un
wise proposals is quite as important as posi
tive action on wise proposals-and also hap
pens to be the constitutional obligation of 
an independent constitutional body called 
Congress. · 

And, finally and most important, there is a 
highly articulate splinter group within Con
gress itself which for 2 years has been mak
ing its own wild attacks on the very con
stitutional body to · which it asked to be 
elected. 

These fellows in nearly every case are dis
gruntled legislative failures in a forum where 
their political abilities fall short of their am
bitions. Unable to impress their colleagues, 
they look about for the reason. Invariably, 
they find that reason not within themselves 
but within the shortcomings of Congress it
self. It is archaic. Its rules are backward
looking. It needs vast, if somewhat am
biguous, reforms. It is run by some sinister 
establishment. 

They are like second-rate ballplayers who 
blame everything in sight--the manager, the 
umpire, their associates, the rules--for their 
embarrassing inability to hit more than .150. 
In sports, nobody is fooled by such fellows. 
Sour grapes, in ordinary life, are sour grapes, 
and a few need a degree in advanced horti
culture to know them for what they are. 

When, however, attacks upon the institu
tion of Congress come from among presum
ably responsible members themselves, they 
stir the interest of the outside citizen · and, 
finally, his support. Quite understandably, 
he cannot believe that men elected to Con
gress would demean it without cause. After 
all, this is no Friday night ball game and 
beer and hotdog romp. 

NOT ALWAYS WRONG 
Nevertheless, Congress generally not only 

has failed to answer these attacks from with
in. Worse, too many Members who know 
better give shamefaced and crawling coun
tenance to them, lest they be branded as not 
"modern" enough. To cite a notable ex
ample, Senator CLARK, of Pennsylvania, has 
made a positive career of denouncing the 
Senate in which he sits, and of complaining 
Jn private of the better committee assign
ments unaccountably given to others, with
out once being challenged on the center of 

· his philosophy. 
But when a good man of Congress like Sen

ator DoDD, of Connecticut, blows up in mo
mentary frustration to criticize not Congress 
but simply some leader or leaders of it, the 
roof falls in upon him. What Congress needs 
is to pull up its socks and defend itself as 
part of the constitutional structure of this 
country. It is often wrong and it has all 

the human shortcomings of a human assem
bly. But it is surely not always wrong. 
And in defending its constitutional inde
pendence it can never, never be wrong. 

LASER RAY AS AN ANTIMISSILE 
DEVICE 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the 
Sioux City, Iowa, Journal, on September 
29 published an intriguing article on 
the potential of a fantastic experiment 
which it said could "easily tip the world 
balance of power." If this weapon, bet
ter known as the laser ray-light am
plification by means of stimulated emis
sion of radiation-could be developed as 
an antimissile device, it could well be 
a fruitful and giant step toward the 
peace all of us desire. But the question 
is: Will we or the Russians develop it 
first? It is a matter of major importance 
to all of us. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle, "United States Bets Billion on 
Laser Ray To Become Missile Killer 
Beam," may be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
UNITED STATES BETS BILLION ON LASER RAY 

TO BECOME MISSILE KILLER BEAM 
(By John Woodfield) 

BALTIMORE.-Somewhere in outer space, 
an intercontinental ballistic missile streaks 
for its target. 

Suddenly, from a satellite orbiting the 
earth, a tiny beam no larger in diameter 
than a piece of thread, is trained on the 
ICBM. The missile shudders, jerks erratical
ly, then plunges harmlessly into the ocean. 

Although it sounds like something out of 
a comic strip, such a beam soon may become 
a reality. So much faith does the U.S. Gov
ernment have in · it, that $1 billion in con
tracts for its research and development al
ready has been let. 

CUT THROUGH DIAMONDS 
Known as lasers (light amplification by 

means of simulated emission of radiation), 
laboratory models already have hinted at the 
tremendous source of untapped energy by 
cutting through diamonds and battleship 
steel in seconds. 

Discovered less than 3 years ago, in 1960, 
lasers are coherent light beams-light beams 
all of one wave length. Because the beams 
are of the same wave length they do not 
dissipate as does incoherent light. Thus, 
laser beams are many times brighter and 
hotter than the center of the sun. 

Scientists already have discovered many 
fields in which lasers can work effectively, 
but the Government is most concerned at 
the moment with their use as antimissile 
weapons. Such a weapon could easily tip 
the world balance of power, and it is com
mon knowledge that Russia is working along 
the same lines. 

Because lasers, like other light rays, have 
difficulty piercing fog, their use as a defense 
against missiles would have to be from sat
ellites orbiting the earth. This would elim
inate the problem of cloud reflection present 
in the earth's atmosphere. 

SIMPLE DEVICE 
The laser itself is a rather simple device. 
It consists of a core or rod around which 

is wrapped a spiral fiash lamp similar to 
those used in taking pictures. As the lamp is 
:flashed, the light excites the chromium 
atoms in the core, and they move farther 
away from their nuclei. As the atoms drop 
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back into their normal orbits, they give off 
powerful bursts of pure light. 

The core of the laser usually is a tiny, 
synthetic . ruby red; silvered at one end to 
force the manufactured light through the 
other. Various types of gases also can be 
used as the core of a laser. 

Researchers actoss the Nation are working 
around the clock to develop lasers for mili-
tary use. . · 

Westinghouse defense center in Baltimore, 
llk.e many other firms, is working on the proj
ect. And, like other companies, it is pour
ing its own funds into the race as· well as 
government money. This year alone, West
inghouse has allocated $5 million of its own 
money for . laser research-probably .the 
greatest single effort of any firm in the coun-
try. · 

:MESSAGE CARRIER? 

Among other things, Westinghouse is at
tempting to send messages via laser beams. 

Because lasers have much shorter wave 
lengths than radio beams, many more mes
sages could be sent on each beam. The
oretically, one laser beam could carry as 
many messages as all the radio frequencies 
in the world currently in use. · 

The diftlculty lies in breaking or modulat
ing the laser beams to carry messages or 
possibly producing sidebands which would 
serve as information carriers. 

Laser communication also has military ap
plication because the beam can carry a mes
sage without detection unless the beam is 
interrupted. 

In the case o.f radio, the message · is radi
ated in all directions from a transmitter. 
Anyone within the circle of effective radio 
range can tune in the frequency if he has 
the proper type receiver. 

Using a laser, however, all the energy is 
concentJ;"ated and focused on one point. 
Since the beam is fl.ashed only for a few mil
lionths of a second, it is virtually J8JI1.proof, 
since it must be blocked or intercepted with 
-a phys1cal obstruction between the source 
and the target. 

Power requirements are fantastically low
ered through the use of laser, since it re
quires only one millionth of the power to 
achieve the same results as radio equipment 
with the same output. 

Radar applications of laser could provide 
better range and accuracy than present tech
niques. 

USED IN SURGERY 

Linked to a telescope, the laser could be 
sighted like a rifle. The beam following the 
line of .sight of the scope could direct a mis
sile to a target with a minimum of risk to 
personnel in the field. 

Because of their tremendous heat and 
energy, laser beams already have been used 
effectively in eye surgery to weld detached 
optic nerves to the retina. Since the beam 
can be aimed directly through the pupil 
of the eye, the need for many surgical eye 
operations is eliminated. 

DEMANDS WHICH SHOULD BE 
MADE OF THE SOVIET UNION 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, Col
umnist John Chamberlain, writing in 
the Cedar Rapids, Iowa, Gazette, has 
thought-provoking comments on what 
the United States should demand in fu
ture dealings with Russia. 

He points out, in one comment, the 
fears many of us have expressed: 

However, if the test ban merely recog
nizes the fact of a mutual atomic check
mate, it exposes the United States· to all 
manners o! psychological dangers. We are 
already hearing that there must be a further 
relaxation of tensions. 

He goes on to warn that this is a 
time of what he terms "incipient eupho
ria." He then outlines what he feels we 
·should do to formulate. a policy of iron 
hardness in future dealings with the 
Soviets. 

I believe those points are well taken 
and should be read by everyone. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
article, entitled "Things We Should 
Demand in Future Dealings with Rus
sia," may· be printed in the RECORD . . 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: · 

THINGS WE SHOULD DE:MAND IN FuTURE 
DEALINGS WITH RUSSIA 

(By John Chamberlain) 
The test ban treaty is now part of our 

world, and taken by itself I persist in 
thinking it a desirable thing. The chance 
that Russia might, in the absence of further 
atmospheric testing, beat us to producing 
an effective antimissile missile or a means 
Of Jamming militacy communications sys
tems on a continental and oceanic scale 
.seems really remote. This may testify to 
my technological innocence, but I haven't 
seen anything yet that would indicate that 
either side is on the trail of either the abso
lute nuclear weapon or the absolute anti
weapon. 

Furthermore, it is not in the cards that 
.the United States and the Soviet Union 
will ever fight an atomic war no matter 
what is done in the realm of further test
ing. At atomic struggle would bring two 
sets of "overkill" into action-and the peo
ples who live at the ends of the earth, far 
away from what would become the smoking 
and poisoned shambles of the east Euro
pean "heartland" and the North American 
Continent, would live to capitalize on the 
disappearance of two monster world powers. 

Assuming there is an iota of self-interest 
in Soviet Russia and in the United States, 
neither Khrushchev nor John P. Kennedy 
will ever press a button that would effective
ly hand the world over to the Red Chinese. 

However, if the test ban merely recog
nizes the fact of a mutual atomic check
mate, it exposes the United States to all man
ner of psychological dangers. . We are al
ready hearing that there must be a further 
relaxation of tensions. 

The thought of this is alluring, but the 
terms are not defined. Tensions, we know 
by the example of people in madhouses, can 
be relaxed by the cultivation of Ulusions. 

PEACE-LOVING SOUL 

Or they can be relaxed on one side by ex
ploiting the tensions of the other side. The 
danger is that the American peace movement, 
which has always been softhead'ed, will 
prove strong enough to win the day for a 
saftey-through-illusion· victory. 

As a peace-loving soul, I would gladly 
have my own political tensions relaxed. 
Then I could apply for a pleasant job cover
ing the New York Mets. However, illusions 
have never appealed to me, and I should hate 
to lose that tense feeling merely because I 
have been put on the receiving end of one of 
Khrushchev's one-two punches. 
· It seems to me that in this time of in
cipient euphoria, the diplomacy of our coun
try should take the precaution o! becoming 
ironhard. It is in short a time for a sched
ule of "yes-buts." 

Let us make a stab at formulating such a 
schedule: 

1. Yes, we should take advantage of the 
crop failure in the Soviet Union. But if we 
are going to sell wheat to Russia we should 
get more than gold or dollars in exchange. 
We might offer a certain amount of wheat 

on condition that free farming, with private 
ownership of acreage, be restored in all the 
captive nations of Eastern Europe. We might 
offer still more wheat if free farming were 
to be restored in Russia itself. 

. 2. Y:es, we should have more reciprocal 
movement of journalists, tourists, students, 
artists, athletes, and technJcians across bor
ders. But we should insist that movement 
inside the borders really be free. When Sec
retary of Agriculture Orville Freeman re
turned recently from an 18-day trip to the 
Soviet Union without having been let in 
on the secret that the Russian wheatlands 
weren't producing, it was, to put it mildly, a 
little ridiculous. . 

CUBA MISSIONS 

3. Yes, we should have a detente on Ber
lin and Eastern Europe. But in exchange for 
recognizing a neutral belt stretching from 
the Baltic to the Black Sea, we should insist 
.that the Berlin wall come down and the Ger
mans be allowed to unify on their own un
inhibited terms. Moreover, the new East 
European neutrals should be permitted the 
free elections that were originally promised 
in the Yalta deal. 

4. Yes, we should be willing to sign a com
prehensive nonaggression pact with Khru
shchev. But not until he has taken his 
minions out of Cuba, dismantled his fifth 
columns everywhere, and denounced the sly 
tactic of encouraging indigenous revolutions 
under the name of Tito1sm. 

This is just scratching the surface of the 
"yes-buts." Let's hear from a hundred mil
lion other "yes-butters" in the United States. 
Given a sixth or a. seventh crop failure (and 
don't think he won't have it), Khrushchev 
must some day be disposed to listen. 

.SOVIET SEIZURE OF PROFESSOR 
BARGHOORN 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, in con
nection with the deal with Russia, all of 
us are very much aware of the Soviet 
.seizure of Prof. Frederick c. Barghoorn. 
At the time the nuclear test ban treaty 
was being considered. in the Senate, we 
were assured that that was to be the 
opening wedge to friendlier relations and 
easing of tensions between the West and 
Communist countries, particularly the 
Soviet Union. 

Like most Senators, I voted to approve 
the test ban treaty, but I pointed out 
that I would go along with the majority 
of Senators with the clear understanding 
that I wished to see some action on the 
part of the Soviet Union which would 
bear out the claims of the proponents of 
the treaty that such action was an open
ing to better relations and easing of ten
sions. I have not seen any evidence of 
better relations. 

The treaty was hardly signed before 
we had more trouble on the autobahn in 
East Germany. And now we have heard 
of the seizure of Professor Barghoorn 'on 
the trumped-up charge of being a spy. 

In today's issue of the New York Times 
there is a lead editorial entitled "Freedom 
of Exchange." It points out that this 
seizure could be a deliberate provocation 
on the part of the Soviet Union to bring 
about an end to the cultural exchange 
program, because the Soviets are con
cerned about their people knowing how 
we live in the United States and about 
their people seeing our visitors in the 
Soviet Union on a cultural exchange pro
gram. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent to have this editorial printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

FREEDOM OF ExCHANGE 

President Kennedy stated well yesterday 
some of the larger implications of the out
rageous conduct of the Soviet Government 
in the case of Prof. Frederick C. Barghoorn. 
It will be simply impossible to carry on any 
program of cultural or scholarly exchange 
with the Soviet Union if Americans asked to 
participate in it must face the risk of arrest 
by the secret police and indefinite confine
ment in a Soviet jail before the American 
Embassy is even notified. 

The barbaric and unacceptable character 
of the Soviet behavior toward Professor Barg
hoorn ls so clear that the suspicion must 
arise that this incident is a deliberate prov
ocation aimed precisely at ending the cul
tural exchange program. Certainly the So
viet oftlcials who ordered this action must 
have foreseen that it would leave the U.S. 
Government no alternative but to call off 
the negotiations scheduled to begin next 
week for renewal of the agreement on cul
tural and scholarly exchanges. A motive for 
such conduct ls apparent in the Soviet lead
ers' acknowledged fear of the penetration of 
Western ideas among the people of the So
viet Union. Such maneuvering, aimed at 
putting the blame for an end to the ex
change program upon the United States, 
would certainly be in the best Stalinist tradi
tion. 

Another possibility is that the Soviet lead
ers seized Professor Barghoorn in the belief 
th.at he could be traded for one or more So
viet spy suspects now imprisoned in this 
country. President Kennedy indicated yes
terday th.at if the Soviet action is based on 
any such presumption it will not be success
ful. This is the only possible stand. Any 
other policy would make it extremely hazard
ous for any American citizen without dip
lomatic immunity to be in the Soviet Union 
at any time that the United States arrested 
a Soviet spy suspect. Surrender to such 
blackmail would only encourage repetition 
of such extortion tactics. 

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN ASSIST
ANCE ACT OF 1961 

The Senate resumed the considera
tion of the bill <H.R. 7885) to amend 
further the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, as amended, and for other pur
poses. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I 
thought it was significant when Presi
dent Kennedy said yesterday that the 
kidnaping deal of the Soviets could 
jeopardize the wheat sale program. I 
believe that point was fairly well made, 
because last evening when the Senate 
was considering the Mundt amendment, 
it was pointed out that we cannot trust 
tbe Communists, that the promissory 
notes which would be given for three
quarters of the cost of the wheat sales 
would not be worth the price of the paper 
they were written on. At least, that was 
the point made-and I believe very well 
made and properly so-by the Senator 
from South Dakota CMr. MUNDTl. 

If there are any doubts among Mem
bers of the Senate regarding the validity 
of the statement of the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. MUNDT], let them 
be laid at rest. On that very basis, the 

President of the United States said 
yesterday that this type of activity by 
the Soviets indicates that we cannot 
trust them. This is all the more reason 
why we had better get cash on the 
barrelhead for the wheat. 

In connection with the Mundt state
ment, there has been considerable ref er
ence to the recently authorized sale of 
wheat to Russia and other bloc nations. 
Assertions have been made that this 
will produce some relief to our balance
of-payments deficit problems. 

I believe such assertions are well 
founded. We should understand that 
the relief will be only partial and tem
porary. 

There have also been some assertions 
about savings to the taxpayers which 
have appeared to be exaggerated. I am 
referring particularly to savings esti
mates made by the Secretary of Agricul
ture, Orville Freeman. 

On November 7 I placed in the RECORD 
a letter I had written on October 15 to 
the Secretary, inquiring about state
ments he had made that the proposed 
sale of 150 million bushels of wheat to the 
Soviet Union and the other bloc nations 
would result .in savings to the U.S. tax
payer of about $200 million in storage 
and other costs. I sought an explanation 
of how this could be accomplished since 
the expense for more than 1 billion 
bushels in inventory came to only $201 
million in :fiscal year 1963. I noted that, 
as of that date, I had received only a re
ply from another o:fllcial in the Depart
ment stating that he was assembling the 
data and would forward it at an early 
date. I wondered then why the Depart
ment did not have the information read
ily available in order :to support Secre
tary Freeman's statement of savings. 

In introducing the letter into the 
RECORD, I also referred to an article 
which appeared in the Wall Street Jour
nal of October 15. The article, in noting 
Mr. Freeman's $200 million savings esti
mate, asserted that he "didn't break 
down this estimate, but the Agriculture 
Department has estimated the savings 
in storage, transportation, and handling 
costs would total $225 million during the 
current :fiscal year and $30 million in 
:fiscal 1965." 

This Journal statement was borne out 
by the Department's background report 
to correspondents on October 10 on "U.S. 
Wheat Supply and Distribution." Let 
me quote from page 9 of that report: 

In fiscal year 1964, the chief effect on the 
Federal budget would be a net reduction of 
around $225 million in budget expenditures, 
including CCC's storage, acquisition, and re
lated costs. The actual costs would depend 
on the level of world prices and the conse
quent amount of export subsidy that would 
be required. In the fiscal year 1965, the im
pact would be to reduce CCC expenditures 
for storage and interest by about $30 mil
lion as a result of the reduction in CCC 
holdings. 

This is from one of Mr. Freeman's 
Department's publications. 

Mr. President, on November 13, I re
ceived a direct reply from Secretary 
Freeman. Instead of the savings being 
effected in 1 year, as the report indi
cated, his letter now advises that the 

savings would oocrue over a 5-year 
period. 

It would be next to impossible to effect 
savings of $225 million in this :fiscal 
year-which Mr. Freeman now recog
nizes-since the wheat probably will not 
be moved out until near the end of the 
current :fiscal year, if it can be moved 
out at all by then. Unless he com
mandeered all the freight cars in the 
United States-which is unlikely-that 
wheat cannot be moved . to the ports in 
such time. This means storage costs are 
accumulating, interest is mounting, not 
to mention the eventual $90 million or 
so in export subsidies which would have 
to be added. 

But to return to Mr. Freeman's 5-year 
plan of savings. According to his com
putations, it costs a total of 26.21 cents 
a bushel to keep wheat in inventory, 
which, multiplying this by the 150 mil
lion bushels involved in the proposed So
viet transaction, would result in annual 
costs of $39.3 million. 

He projected this annual cost over a 
5-year period since, he stated, recent 
wheat disposition history shows that 
wheat acquired in 1963 would remain in 
inventory for slightly more than 5 years. 
Secretary Freeman wrote: 

Ba.sed on that hypothesis, the savings on 
150 million bushels of wheat that otherwise 
would be in CCC. holdings would eliminate 
carrying charges of $196.5 million over a 
5-year period-$39.3 million per year-at 
26.21 cents per bushel. 

I have a feeling, however, that Secre
tary Freeman is inflating that savings 
estimate somewhat, especially since the 
Department of Agriculture, in that 
background statement to correspondents 
alluded to earlier in my remarks, noted 
that because "the current U.S. wheat 
crop is smaller than overall require
ments, there is a tight supply of priv·ately 
held wheat, and the trade must buy 
'extra' supplies from the CCC.'' In 
other words, the trade will be forced to 
turn to the Government for wheat in 
order to meet its needs; these needs ap
pear to be great since, according to 
USDA compilations, the United States is 
the world's only country with a large and 
readily available wheat supply. 

And how tight is this supply of pri
vately held wheat? In its "Wheat Sit
uation," also referred to as the "1964 
Outlook Issue,'' released on September 
5-well before any determination of a 
United States-Soviet wheat deal
USDA's Economic Research Service 
noted the "free" or privately held sup
ply of old-crop wheat on July 1, 1963, 
was about 4 million bushels. A year 
earlier, it said, the free carryover was 
estimated at 130 million bushels. 

Certain other aspects of Mr. Free
man's letter disturb me. In computing 
the 26.21 cents a bushel-or $39 million 
annual savings-he included not only 
storage, handling, and interest charges, 
but reseal payments and transportation 
costs for each year. The reseal pay-· 
ments, including processing, were :figured 
at the rate of 1.24 cents a bushel, or a 
total of more than · $9 million in the 
5-year period he used. This is errone
ous. Reseal payments, of approximately 
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$1.89 per bushel; are made only once, and 
thereafter the producer receives a stor
age payment of about 13 cents, the dif
ference between the two being about 
$1.76 a bushel. 

It is hard to believe that 150 million 
bushels of wheat would be under reseal 
for 5 years in light of existing conditions. 
According to the Grain Market News, 
put out by the Department on October 
25, the quantity outstanding under re
seal loans in 1963 included 39,268,000 
bushels of 1962 crop, 7,637,000 bushels of 
1961 crop, 12,123,000 bushels of 1960 crop, 
':l.nd 5,591,000 bushels of 1959 crop, a 
total of less than 65 million bushels, a far 
cry from the 150 million bushels of wheat 
we would be led to believe would remain 
under reseal for 5 years. These figures 
appear to negate inclusion of reseal 
payments. 

In addition, it is hard to visualize the 
Department incurring transportation 
costs of close to $6 million a year for the 
same 150 million bushels. 

I could agree that it may cost the De
partment an initial $6 million, but not 
the $30 million Secretary Freeman in
cludes in computing his savings estimate. 
Mr. Freeman is not anticipating trans
porting the grain from one area of the 
country to another every year for the 
next 5 years, as he apparently did when 
he gave me this compilation. 

I suggest that Mr. Freeman's savings 
are exactly what he terms them-a hy
pothesis, and that the hypothesis is built 
on erroneous premises. I recognize that 
some savings will be made to taxpayers, 
but I dislike to see them exaggerated. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Freeman's letter dated November 12, 
1963, relating to savings calculations, be 
placed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C., November 12, 1963. 

Hon. JACK MILLER, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MILLER: This is in further 
reference ro your letter of October 15, 1963, 
wherein you requested information concern
ing the calculation of the reported $200 mil
lion savings in storage and other costs that 
would accrue from a sale of 150 mlllion 
bushels of wheat to the Soviet Union and 
the satellite bloc. 

To compute the $200 million savings, we 
used costs recorded in the fiscal year 1962 per 
bushel of wheat in inventory on the average 
during the year. These costs, in cents per 
bushel, are as follows: 

Storage and handling ______________ _ 
Transportation -----------·---------
Reseal payments, etc ______________ _ 

Interest ---------------------- ~ ----
Total ________________________ _ 

Cents 
13.53 
3.93 
1. 24 
7.51 

26.21 
As you know, wheat is stored commingled 

and, for our inventory accounting purposes, 
it is disposed of on a first-in, first-out basis. 
Using r~ent wheat disposition history as a 
guide, wheat acquired in 1963 would remain 
in inventory for slightly more than 5 years. 
Based on that hypothesis, the savings on 150 
million bushels of wheat that otherwise 
would be In CCC holdings would eliminate 
carrying charges of $196.5 million over a 5-

year period ($39.3 milllon per year) ait 26.21 
cents per bushel. 

Sincerely yours, 
ORVILLE L. FREEMAN, 

Secretary. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLER. I am very happy to 
yield to the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. CARLSON. The distinguished 
Senator from Iowa has made a very 
helpful analysis of the savings proposed 
to be made by the sale of wheat to Rus
sia. As one who favors the sale and who 
favored it early, I have been using the 
figure of $225 million as a saving, on the 
basis of the transaction. 

As I understand the Senator from 
Iowa, the $225 million figure is arrived at 
by spreading it over a 5-year period. 

Mr. MILLER. The Senator is cor
rect. Furthermore, it assumes that the 
wheat will in fact be held for 5 years 
if it is not sold. This is not a first-year 
saving. I recall that I first heard about 
this subject when I was at home in my 
State at the annual State cornpicking 
contest. A member of the press asked 
for my comments on Mr. Freeman's 
statement that the sale of 150 million 
bushels of wheat to the Soviet Union 
would save the American taxpayers next 
year approximately $200 million. I re
called that the annual cost of storing 
about 1,200 million bushels of wheat 
came to about $201 million. 

Mr. CARLSON. Normally we hear it 
said that our storage costs are about a 
million dollars a day, for wheat, corn, 
and other commodities. That would be 
approximately $365 million a year. 

Mr. MILLER. Yes. When only 150 
million bushels of .wheat are involved, as 
against some 1,200 million bushels, 
which are in storage, and which cost 
only $200 million, how can we have the 
same amount attributable to 150 million 
bushels of wheat? 

At any rate, I decided that the thing 
to do was to write to Mr. Freeman and 
find out how he arrived at his figures. 
Finally I received his letter. I hope he 
will make it clear in future publications 
on this point that his figures were based 
on a 5-year period of storage. 

Furthermore, I hope he will revise the 
figure as to the annual transportation 
costs, because we are not, I hope, mov
ing wheat from the elevators in the 
State of the Senator from Kansas to 
the elevators in Texas, or back and forth 
over a 5-year period. If wheat is not, in 
fact, stored for 5 years, then of course, 
in light of the tightness of the private 
trade, it appears that present circum
stances would indicate that there would 
not be anywhere near a 5-year storage 
period for the wbeat if it were not sold 
to the Russians. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, again 
I appreciate the information the Senator 
from Iowa has given in regard to the fig
ure of $225 million as a saving, because 
the general impression is that that is an 
annual saving. The information the 
Senator has given is very helpful. As 
further proof that it is generally ac
cepted as an annual saving figure, in 
yesterday's Washington Evening Star, 

the very outstanding _financial writer, 
Sylvia Porter, published an .article en
titled "Benefits Cited in the Wheat . 
Sale." 

At the conclusion of the Senator's 
speech I shall ask that the entire article 
be printed in the RECORD, but at this 
point I should like to read a portion of it, 
as follows: 

Benefit: The export of this wheat would 
allow a cut in our domestic budget spending 
of around $225 million this fiscal year and of 
another $30 million in the next fiscal year. 

As one who supports the sale of wheat 
to Russia, I say that the Senator has ren
dered a real service in pointing out the 
facts with regard to the figures furnished 
by the Department of Agriculture. I be
lieve that the country should know ex
actly what the actual savings are. 

Mr. MILLER. I have about finished 
my main comments. If the Senator is 
so disPosed and would like to include in 
the RECORD the article to which he has 
referred, I have no objection to his do
ing so. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to insert in the REC
ORD following the speech by the Senator 
from Iowa the article written by Sylvia 
Porter entitled "The Benefits Cited in 
Wheat Sale," and a statement I made 
about the sale of wheat to Russia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit U 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I again 

thank the Senator from Kansas. I was 
intrigued when I heard him mention the 
article written by Sylvia Porter, which 
he asked to have printed in the RECORD. 

As the Senator knows, I have had some 
difficulty with Sylvia Porter with respect 
to some of her economic principles. It 
is interesting that she has taken the 
same figure of $225 million, which Mr. 
Freeman and the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture have put out, without giv
ing it some scrutiny, which -I am sure 
she would have been very capable of 
doing. I hope that perhaps she will use 
this colloquy as a basis for a future arti
cle on this subject. 

At any rate, there will be some sav
ings to the taxpayers, and I will be the 
first to recognize them. I indicated that 
if certain things were done, such as a cash 
sale, or a sale on short term commercial 
credit, perhaps on the basis of 90 days, 
at a fair price, in the light of the exist
ing situation, which sees our allies mak
ing sales to the Soviet Union, leaving 
Uncle Sam holding the wheat sack, and 
taking into account our balance of pay
ment deficit problem, and our desire to 
do something in many ways toward im
proving it, the United States would be 
on the plus side as far as this wheat 
sale to the Soviet Union is concerned. 

At the same time, that does not mean 
that I will not criticize someone when 
he tries to create an approving public 
opinion by playing up savings to the 
taxpayers beyond what they are. Let 
us give the American people the facts. 
They do not need anything else. They 
do not need to have Madison Avenue 
window dressing on them. They do not 
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have to have exaggerations or half
truths or mistruths. Give them the 
facts, and they will be all right. I am 
quite sure that if they are given the 
facts they will be able to make a sound 
judgment. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield. 
Mr. CARLSON. The Senator from 

Iowa mentioned the sales that have been 
made by other foreign countries to the 
Soviet Union. In the statement I placed 
in the RECORD as a part of my remarks, 
it is interesting to note: 

Statistics for 1962 show that West Ger
many trade agreements with Russia alone 
totaled about $700 m111ion. Germany is now 
the third largest industrial nation in the 
world. Italy has a 4-year trade agreement 
with the Soviets for $1.11 billion worth of 
goods. France has signed a 3-year trade pact 
with Russia. for $100 million in trade. India 
has a 4-year trade pact with Russia which 
provides annual trade of $440 million. Japan 
has a 3-year trade pact with Russia that calls 
for $365 million. The United States and 
Russian trade last year was $16 million each 
way. 

It is my contention that we cannot live 
in this age, in this period, without world 
trade. As I said earlier, I favored the 
sale of wheat to the Soviet Union. Not 
only that, but I think the time has ar
rived for us to send out some people with 
brief cases, to sell in the world markets. 

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator 
from Kansas for his comment. The :fig
ures he has recited point up the facts of 
life. It is all very well to talk in terms 
of theories. I am all for theories. But 
I think we ought to know where we are 
going and why we want to get there. 
We have a condition to be concerned 
about when we are trying to move toward 
our objective. The condition is that we 
are not calling the turn on our allies. 
I am not sure we could. Even if we 
could, I am not sure it would be desirable 
to force them to an isolation of the free 
world from the Communist world. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator from Iowa 
yield? 

Mr. l\fiLLER. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. There 

is something more important involved 
than in the sale of wheat to Russia. We 
must consider our overall military secu
rity and the effect it would have on the 
whole U.S. economy. How would the 
sale of wheat to Russia affect the se
curity or the economy of our country? 

Some 10 or 12 years ago the United 
States refused to sell wheat to Russia, 
so the Russians broke up millions of acres 
of new land. Until a drought occurred 
the last 2 years, they had become net 
exporters of wheat. Now the Russians 
are engaged in a program of more 
irrigation to increase wheat production. 
That will prove to be rather expensive. 
But their other program will succeed; 
that is, to pour on fertilizer, as we do. 
Also; they are beginning to use more and 
more insecticides and herbicides. They 
have not been able to purchase this mate
rial from the United States, but we sell it 
to England and other countries, which 
in turn resell it to Russia. So it would 

be easy for Russia. to pour on more f erti
lizer, use more and more insecticides and 
herbicides, and thus increase her produc
tion of wheat and other commodities 20 
to 30 percent. . 

We think we have a good agricultural 
production in the United States, but pro
duction per acre in Japan is probably 
twice as much as it is in the United 
States. So Russia does not have to go 
far to find new techniques to increase 
greatly her agricultural production. 

In my opinion, the United States would 
be much better off to have Russia de
pendent on us for a part of her food 
needs than to have Russia become self
sufiicient, as Hitler and Mussolini tried 
to do for their countries prior to their 
engaging in World War II. 

Mr. MILLER. I agree with the views 
of the Senator from North Dakota. 
However, I think we must emphasize 
what the President pointed out to the 
American people, namely, that we can
not count on the sale of wheat to Rus
sia as a basis for future agricultural pro
grams. We must look upon this trans
action as a one-shot deal. We can be 
quite sure that the Soviet Union and the 
Soviet bloc nations will do their utmost 
to see to it that they do not have another 
crop failure. ~ 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator .from Iowa 
further yield? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. They 

intend to become as nearly self-sufficient 
as possible. A nation as big as Russia, 
and having as much land as Russia has, 
can do so easily. 

Mr. MILLER. That is correct. If 
this is to be a one-shot deal, as the Sen
ator from North Dakota has said, we 
might as well let Russia spend its money 
for our wheat, rather than spend it on 
something else, such as bringing more 
land into production in the hope that 
there will be a good crop next year. · 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. In the 
past 11 years, the United States has 
purchased $92 million ·more in goods 
from Russia than Russia has purchased 
from us. In other words, Russia has re
ceived $92 million of our money in the 
past 11 years to use in spreading com
munism throughout the world. Russia 
can do much more damage with our· 
dollars than she can with our wheat. 

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator 
from North Dakota. 

Mr. President, the New York Times for 
today, November 15, has published an 
article entitled "Eight Million Dollars of 
Wheat Sold to Hungary." The article 
states: 

The sa-le of 100,000 more tons of wheat to 
Hungary was disclosed today-

That is, on November 14-
The Commerce Department announced 

that it bad issued an export license for 
the $8 million sale. This price is $400,000 
more than was Teceived for 100,000 tons sold 
November 8. 

That is what caught my eye. Why 
should the sale of wheat on November 8 
have been for $400,000 less than the 
amount for which the same quantity of 
wheat sold a week later? 

It makes me wonder about ·the world 
price rule that the President laid down 
when he gave to the American people his 
conclusions concerning whether the pro
posed wheat sale should be approved. · I 
suppose it is this kind of question that 
prompted 10 Republican House Mem
bers to call on President Kennedy to 
"reveal and explain" details of the ne
gotiations on the wheat deal with Rus
sia. The article states: 

They contended that what had been orig
inally billed as a private trade deal was 
becoming a "government-to-government" 
transaction. 

Also, the Baltimore Sun for today, 
November 15, has published an article 
entitled "Guidelines on Grain Set." 
The article refers to the guidelines with 
respect to the shipments of wheat. It 
will be recalled that when the President 
gave his approval of the sale of wheat, he 
set forth as one of the conditions that the 
shipments be made in American-owned 
bottoms, if they were available. That 
sounded good; but after a while news re
ports indicated that shipping charges in 
American-owned bottoms were higher by 
quite a bit than shipping charges in for
eign-owned bottoms, and that the Soviet 
negotiators were not happy about that 
and were resisting. 

Trial balloons, about which we read so 
much in Washington area newspapers, 
were sent up. Someone suggested that if 
the charges for shipping in American
owned bottoms were higher than the 
charges for shipping in foreign-owned 
bottoms, perhaps the American-owned 
bottoms were not available within the 
context of the President's conditions. 

But the negotiators finally got around 
that situation to the point that it appears 
that if the exporter can show that he will 
ship the wheat 50 percent in American 
bottoms, and cut the cost somewhat, such 
an arrangement ~ill be satisfactory. 

That is another reason why this entire 
proposition should be brought into the 
open. The American people should 
know not only what the President's con
ditions were, but how they are being 
met. It is fine to tell the people about 
conditions; but it is much better to play 
fair with them and tell them how he 
conditions are being met and interpreted. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the articles from the New York 
Times and the Baltimore Sun be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the New York (N.Y.) Times, Nov. 15, 

1963] 
EIGHT MILLION DOLLARS OF WHEAT SOLD TO 

HUNGARY--SECOND LOT OF 100,000 TONS 
GETS $400,000 RAISE IN PRICE 

(By William M. Blair) 
WASHINGTON, November 14.-The sale of 

100,000 more tons of wheat to Hungary was 
disclosed today. 

The Commerce Department announced 
that it had issued an export license for the 
$8 million sale. This price ls $400,000 more 
than was received for 100,000 tons sold No
vember 8. The November 8 deal was the first 
sale of wheat to a Soviet-bloc country since 
President Kennedy approved sale of farm 
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products to Russia and satellite countries 
on October 9. 

Both sales were made by Cargill, Inc., of 
Minneapolis. 

The new Hungarian sale came shortly after 
President Kennedy told his news conference 
that the atmosphere for trade with the So
viet Union as represented by the wheat deal 
had been damaged by the arrest of Prof. 
Frederick C. Barghoorn of Yale University 
on spy charges. 

NEGOTIATIONS STILL ON 
There still was no word on private nego

tiations underway between grain merchants 
and a Soviet wheat mission on the direct 
sale of $250 million worth of wheat to Rus
sia. some omcial sources expected a deal at 
any time, especially now that the Commerce 
Department has published its omcial regu
lations governing the cost of shipping wheat 
to Russia. 

The regulations issued today followed the 
outline diSclosed last Friday by Under Secre
tary of Commerce Franklin D. Roosevelt, Jr. 
In effect, they set a ceiling rate of $14 to $18 
a ton for wheat shipped to Black Sea and 
Baltic ports. These rates still are above 
world charter rates, which omcials still in
sisted were rising to close the gap. 

BELOW AID SCHEDULE 
The rates were established by setting them 

20 percent below the schedules for foreign 
aid shipments through Public Law 480, the 
surplus disposal statute, for 10,000- to 
15,500-ton U.S.-flag ships. The 20 percent 
lower rates applied to larger ships, mainly 
tankers, of 15,600 to 30,000 tons. 

Guideline rates for vessels over 30,000 tons 
will be subject to consultation on specific 
shipments, the Maritime Administration said. 

As worked out with the Russians, U.S.
flag ships will be used for 50 percent of the 
wheat. This is the same division set down 
in law for foreign aid shipments. 

The xnaximum "fair and reasonable" rates 
established by the Maritime Administration 
showed that shipments from North Atlantic 
ports to the Odessa on the Black Sea are 
$16.55 a ton for winter and $16.10 a ton for 
summer. From gulf ports to Odessa the 
same rates would be $18.02 a ton for both 
seasons. 

From North Atlantic ports to Leningrad 
on the Baltic Sea the maximum rates are 
$14.35 a ton for winter and $13.98 for sum
mer. The same rates from gulf ports to 
Leningrad are $16.21 and $15.97, respectively. 

Ten Republican House Members called on 
President Kennedy to "reveal and explain" 
details of the negotiations on the wheat deal 
with Russia. They contended that what had 
been originally billed as a private trade deal 
was becoming a "government-to-govern
ment" transaction. 

[From the Baltimore (Md.) Sun, 
Nov. 15, 1963] 

GUIDELINES ON GRAIN SET-APPLY TO FREIGHT 
RATSS TO IRON CURTAIN COUNTRIES 

WASHINGTON, November 14.-The Depart
ment of Commerce today made public its 
guidelines on freight rates for the transporta
tion of wheat and the revised regulations gov-. 
erning the applications to export agricultural 
commodities to Iron Curtain countries. 

At the same time, the Department granted 
an export license-the second granted-for 
the shipment of $8 million worth of U.S. 
wheat to Hung~ry. 

Althought a previous export license for 
100,000 tons at a cost of $7,600,000, including 
transportation, had been issued last weekend, 
the company involved was having difficulty 
obtaining American-flag ships at the 20-per
cent cut rate announced last week and pub
lished today by the Government. 

Owners of the bulk carriers have said they 
need from $20 to $21 per ton as the rate from 
the Gulf of Mexico ports to Odessa, compared 
to the $18 figure set as the guideline by the 
Maritime Administration and the Depart
ment of Commerce. 

BASED ON 1957 COSTS 
They have claimed that only ships of 30,-

000 tons and more can afford to operate at 
the $18 rate. · 

The rate out of the east coast ports would 
be about $16. 

The guidelines released today by the Mari
time Administration and the Department of 
Commerce are based on the 1957 costs, which 
the industry has said are far too low in 
comparison with the actual costs of opera
tion today. 

The rates are based on the following 
conditions: 

Mileage between the port of loading and 
port of discharge; loading and trimming ex
pense, discharge expense. 

USE OF U.S. CARRIERS 
The regulations today again pointed out 

that at least 50 percent of the wheat and 
wheat flour will be exported on U.S.-flag ves
sels. If a U.S. carrier is not available at 
reasonable rates, exporters must obtain prior 
authorization from the Maritime Adminis
tration to ship less than 50 percent on 
U.S. carriers. 

Upon the completion of shipping arrange
ments wheat and wheat :flour exporters are 
now required, in addition, to notify the 
Maritime Administration of the export li
cense number, the name of the carrier, the 
carrier's flag of registration, and the quan
tity of the shipment. 

In addition to certifying shipping commit
ments on license applications, exporters · of 
wheat and wheat :flour must include a state
ment that these commodities were produced 
in the United States. ' 

The Department of Commerce also is re
quiring all details of the financing arrange
ments, including the names of participating 
financial institutions, on the license appli
cations. If the financing arrangements are 
not completed at the time applications are 
submitted, exporters must state on their 
applications that the Office of Export Con
trol will be provided this information 
promptly as soon as financing arrangements 
are completed. 

No exporter can sell more than 25 percent 
of the total quantity expected to be pur
chased in the United States. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, a very 
interesting article appeared in the Wash
ington Post of November 5. It relates 
to a major long-term trade agreement 
between Algeria and Russia, based on an 
exchange of Soviet heavy equipment and 
arms for Algerian food. The news arti
cle indicates that, under the agreement, 
Algeria will export to the Soviet Union 
wheat and flour, among other foodstuffs. 

It will be interesting to determine the 
original source of that wheat which will 
be shipped to the Soviet Union and 
whether the United States will be left 
holding the bag in the long run. Ac
cording to the August issue of "Wheat 
Situation," published by the U.S. Depart
ment of Agriculture, U.S. exports to Al
geria during the July 1962 to June 1963 
period came to 9,971,000 bushels of 
wheat. The report also shows that 2,-
211,000 bushels of wheat flour and bulgur 
were shipped to Algeria under the foreign 
donation program during that same pe
riod. 

• 

But it should be even more intriguing · 
to discover what happens to the food
for-wages program which the United 
States entered into with Algeria back 
in June. Under this program, as set out 
in a New York Times article of June 26, 
the United States agreed to furnish sur
plus food to Algeria to serve as part pay
ment of wages for 60,000 jobless Al
gerians. 

The article also notes that U.S. assist
ance in the form of surplus food con
tinues to help feed about 2.5 million 
needy Algerians, about one-fourth the 
population. It indicated, in addition, 
that a third surplus food program on 
which an accord was near was a govern
ment-to-government arrangement under 
which the United States will provide 
wheat for the Algerian Labor Ministry 
to use for its own food-for-wages pro
gram without U.S. technical assistance. 

Under this all-Algerian plan, about 
300,000 jobless Algerians are expected to 
be employed. 

If the Algerian people are so short of 
food and so dependent upon the United 
States in this respect, one wonders 
where the Algerian Government is going 
to get the foodstuffs-including wheat-
to ship to the Soviet Union, in return for 
heavy equipment and guns. Could it be 
that the food for wages will not go to 
the needy Algerians, but will go to Rus
sia, instead? 

Mr. President, I think this is a matter 
of concern to us, not only because the 
United States may again be short
changed, but also because our surplus 
food sent to Algeria may wind up be
hind the Iron Curtain. I believe this 
matter should be scrutinized very closely 
and an accounting should be made by 
Algeria as to exactly where its Russian 
exports are to come from. 

I ask unanimous consent that two ar
ticles-one entitled "Russia, Algeria Sign 
Trade Pact,,, and the second entitled 
"United States Signs Pact To Provide 
Food Aid to Algeria"- be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 
[From the New York (N.Y.) Times, June 26, 

1963] 
UNITED STATES SIGNS PACT To PROVIDE FOOD 

AID TO ALGERIA-FARM SURPLUSES To BE 
USED AS PART OF PAY To EMPLOY JOBLESS 
IN RURAL AREAS 

ALGIERS, June 25.-The United States 
signed today its first direct aid agreement 
with Algeria. It involved food and wages 
and technical assistance, but little cash. 

Under the accord, the United States agreed 
to furnish surplus food to serve as part pay
ment of wages for 60,000 jobless Algerians. 
These men will work on American-super
vised soil conservation and irrigation pilot 
projects in four depressed rural areas--Con
stantlne, Tizi-Ouzou, Orleansville, and 
Tlemcen. 

The use of American technicians and 
planning sets these projects apart from 
food-for-work programs already underway 
in neighboring Tunisia and Morocco. 

LONG-TERM GAINS SOUGHT 
"Our idea," said an American omcial, "is 

not just to create jobs, but to produce some 
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long lasting eco~omic improvement in these 
rural areas." 

Starting this fall, 9 U.S. Soil Conservation 
Service specialists and 24 junior techni
cians furnished by· the private international 
voluntary service agencies will live and work 
under contract on project sites. In - addi
tion, the United States will supply hand 
tools, some equipment and 42,000 tons of 
surplus food. 

The annual cost to the United States, 
.aside from the food, is estimated at slightly 
more than $1 mill1on. Most of the money 
will be spent in the United States. 

The overall direction is under a special 
Algerian central authority responsible . to 
the 1\lgerian Labor Ministry. The ministry 
will pay the workers' wages, except for the 
U.S. food. 

The workers' cash wages have been the 
subject of United States-Algerian negotia
tions for more than 6 months, since Premier 
Ahmed Ben Bella agreed in principle to 
the u.s~ plan. 

Some Algerians wanted the United States 
to provide cash as well as food. On a 60-
cent daily wage basis, this would have 
meant a cash outlay of more than $6 million 
a year. The request was turned down in 
Washington. 

OTHER FOOD AID CONTINUES 
U.S. assistance in the form of surplus food 

continues to help feed about 2,500,000 needy 
Algerians, about a fourth the population. 
Last March the number reached 4 million. 

An agreement is near on the continuation 
of such help to be handled by Care-Medico, 
Inc., a private agency, using U.S. Govern
ment wheat, vegetable oil and dried milk. 
A labor ministry census has reduced the 
number expected to be hard-core needy re
cipients by this fall to 1,300,000. 

A third surplus food program on which 
an accord is near is a government-to-govern
ment arrangement under which the United 
States will provide wheat for the Algerian 
Labor Ministry to use for its own food-for
wages program without U.S. technical as
sistance. 

About 300,000 jobless Algerians are to be 
employed under this all-Algerian plan. The 
remaining 500,000 jobless Algerians are ex
pected by labor ministry officials to be ab
sorbed in a general economic recovery. 
Western observers regard this prediction as 
optimistic. · 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Nov. 5, 
1963] 

RUSSIA, ALGERIA SIGN TRADE PACT 
LONDON, November 5.-Moscow radio today 

announced a major long-term trade agree
ment between the Soviet Union and Algeria, 
based on exchange of Soviet heavy equip
ment and arms for Algerian food. 

The radio said that under the agreement 
signed in Algiers yesterday the Soviet Union 
will send Algeria ships, arms, trucks, farm 
machines, and other capital equipment, as 
well as timber, paper, oil products and chem
icals. 

Algeria wm export to the Soviet Union 
citrus fruits, dates, wheat, olive oil, :flour, 
wine, alcohol, fruit juices, hides and other 
traditional exports. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

ExHmIT 1 
BENEFITS CITED IN WHEAT SALE 

(By Sylvia Porter) 
Now that the ground rules finally have 

been set for sales and shipments of U.S. 
wheat to the Soviet bloc, let's assume the 
Kremlin follows through and buys the limit 
of 4 million long tons President Kennedy 

has authorized for sale. What would this 
deaf mean to our wheat economy in particu
lar and the U.S. economy in general? 

Far, far :tnore than most Americans reii.liZe, 
says Erwin E. Kelm, president of Cargill, Inc., 
of Minneapolis, largest grain merchant in 
this country and the corporation which 
made the first sale of 100,000 tons of wheat 
to Hungary last Friday. In fact, some of 
the economic benefits which Mr. Kelm sees 
stemming· directly from these sales well 
may startle even top experts on whoot and 
foreign trade. Specifically: 

Benefit: While this one deal would in
crease our total wheat exports over 1962 by 
less than 28 percent, it would more than 
double our dollar sales of wheat compared 
with last year. 

Explanation: In recent years 70 to 75 per
cent of all our wheat exports have been 
so-called giveaway sales. We have been 
selling wheat through normal commercial 
channels to foreign buyers, but permitting 
the countries to pay for their purchases in 
their own soft currencies. 

Our Government has been accepting these 
soft currencies--of .such underdeveloped 
countries as India, Pakistan, Indonesia-and 
then has been paying the U.S. exporters in 
dollars. 

"The true value of the soft currencies our 
Government has accumulated from these 
concessional sales probably amounts to only 
12 to 15 cents on the dollar,'' Mr. Kelm 
believes. 

But the wheat being sold to Russia and 
the Soviet bloc is to be paid for in gold 
and hard cash. The sale of 4 million long 
tons would increase our dollar earnings from 
wheat by over $250 million more than 100 
percent above 1962's earnings. 

Benefit: This $250 m1llion increase in our 
dollar earnings would slash the gap between 
what we earn abroad and what we spend 
abroad by at least 10 percent-thereby sig
nificantly reducing the dangerous deficit in 
our balance of payments. 

Explanation: This deficit is now running 
at an annual rate of $2 billion, down from 
the near-catastrophic rate of earlier this year, 
but st111 large enough to pose a relentless 
threat to our dollar. The benefit of an in
crease in our dollar earnings of $250 million 
is obvious. 

Benefit: This one sale would radically 
change our entire domestic wheat picture-
virtually eliminate our wheat surplus and 
actually reduce our reserve to only a pru
dent level. 

Explanation: The Department of Agri
culture just predicted that on next June 
30, our wheat carryover will be no more 
than 725 m1llion bushels, "a scant 125 
million bushels over what the Depart
ment considers a prudent reserve," says Mr. · 
Kelm. The Cargill president believes Presi
dent Kennedy's 4-million-ton ceiling on Rus
sian ·sales "reflects a concern that our stocks 
might suddenly be reduced below the level 
of a safe reserve." 

Benefit: The export of this wheat would 
allow a cut in our domestic budget spending. 
of around $225 million this fiscal year and of 
another $30 million in the next fiscal year. 

Explanation: As the Government's wheat 
surplus disappears, the costs of storing the 
grain will shrink. 

Benefit: The elimination of the wheat sur
plus and the present high world prices for 
wheat will give us an extraordinary oppor
tunity to work out a reasonable program to 
solve our chronic wheat problem. 

Explanation: Not in years have we had so 
favorable a surplus-price background against 
which to agree on a transition program ac
ceptable to all of us-wheat producers, con
sumers, taxpayers. 

As a company vitally involved in the Soviet 
transactions, Carglll properly refuses to com
ment on the wheat decision or its enormous 
political implications.. But, says Mr. Kelm 
:flatly, "the economics of the sales are 
sound"-and he's certainly documenting his 
view. 

WHEAT TO RUSSIA 
(Statement by Senator CARLSON, October 8, 

1963) 
Russia's purchase of 239 million bushels of 

wheat from Canada for $500 million, with a 
delivery date of next July 31, and her pur
chase of 58¥2 million bushels of wheat from 
Australia, valued at $90 million is of concern 
to every U.S. wheatgrower from the stand
point of future export markets. 

With this sale, Canada has sold practically 
her entire surplus from the 1963 crop. The 
temptation, of course, will be for the Cana
dians to increase their wheat production for 
future sales not only to Russia, but other 
countries that need wheat and this means 
further competition for us. 

The last session of Congress spent months 
writing foreign trade legislation and I believe 
every realist must agree that despite its 
idealistic approach to world trade our expe
rience-which is limited-must convince 
everyone that trade between nations must be 
realistic and practical. World trade is not 
only competitive, but it is a cold, calculated 
business operation. 

Russia and Canada are our real competitors 
in the world trade of wheat. We have never 
sold wheat to Russia, as her wheat trade has 
always been on the export side of the market. 

Selling wheat behind the Iron Curtain can 
be an American opportunity to improve our 
position in the cold war. It can also be an 
immediate financial gain, in view of our bal
ance of payments. 

Russia's original arrangement for payment 
to Canada for wheat purchased was based on 
a credit term of 18 months, the first 25 per
cent to be paid in gold. Now we are advised 
that Russia will pay the entire amount in 
gold immediately on delivery. 

Our Nation lost $423 million worth of gold 
from January 1 to August 31, 1963. Our gold 
reserve has dropped from $24 billion in 1954 
to $15.7 billion in 1963. 

There are some who will argue that the 
sale of wheat to Russia strengthens commu
nism, but the facts are that Russia is secur
ing not only foodstuffs, but industrial prod
ucts from our allies in ever increasing 
quantities. For instance, statistics for 1962 
show that West Germany trade agreements 
with Russia alone totaled about $700 million. 
Germany is now the third largest industrial 
nation in the world. Italy has a 4-year 
trade agreement with the Soviets for $1.11 
billion worth of goods. France has signed 
a 3-year trade pact with Russia for $100 mil
lion in trade. India has a 4-year trade pact 
with Russia which provides annual trade of 
$440 million. Japan has a 3-year trade pact 
with Russia that calls for $365 million. The 
United States and Russian trade last year 
was $16 million each way. 

I am not advocating the sale of strategic 
materials to Russia, but I do urge that our 

. Nation give every consideration to expanding 
our foreign trade with Russia and her satel
lites in nonstrategic items. We are now sell
ing wheat to Germany, France, and other 
European countries. Much of this wheat is 
processed into flour and foodstuffs by these 
countries and then sold to Russia, therefore, 
Russia gets our wheat whether we sell it to 
them or not. 

Some are of the opinion that we should not 
sell wheat to Russia at a subsidized price. 
The facts are we do not export any wheat 
in the world market through dollar sales 
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or Public Law 480 that does not carry a 
subsidy. This is true whether we sell to 
such Communist countries as Poland, Yugo
slavia, or our allies. The present subsidy is 
about 55· cents per bushel. 

The subsidy does not go to the exporter 
or to the country that buys the wheat. It 
goes to the American wheat farmer 1n order 
to maintain domestic prices above the world 
market. 

At the present time Russia and her satel
lites, such as Hungary, Czechoslovakia, East 
Germany, Rumania, and Bulgaria are in the 
market for wheat. In my opinion, it is 1n 
our Nation's interests, from both a financial 
and a humanitarian standpoint, to sell this 
grain. Increased exports of · wheat from the 
United States at the present time would not 
only aid in reducing .our surplus, but would 

· also improve our balance of payments, 
strengthen domestic wheat prices, reduce the 
taxpayer's carrying cost of our present sur
plus, and be the humanitarian thing to do, 
a8 well as have an important bearing on our 
foreign policy. 

Mr. DffiKSEN obtained the floor. 
Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 

to the distinguished Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. MUNDT]. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, we have 
been in conference part of the morning 
and a good bit of the noon hour, in con
nection with the amendment before the 
Senate, which was debated last night. 

I believe that through the processes 
of conciliation, compromise, and consul
tation, we have arrived at a program of 
procedure which will be satisfactory to 
Members on both sides of this issue, and 
will permit the Senate to continue with 
consideration of the foreign aid bill, 
without further debate on this point. 

As the :first step in this connection, I 
introduce and send to the desk a bill, 
and request that it be read, for the in
formation of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred, and will be read. 

The bill <S. 2310) to prohibit any 
guarantee by the Export-Import Bank or 
any other agency of the GovernmE)nt of 
payment of obligations of Communist 
countries, was read the :first time by its 
title, and the second time at length, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, neither 
the Export-Import Bank nor any other agen
cy of the Government shall guarantee the 
payment of any obligation heretofore or 
hereafter incurred by any Communist coun
try (as defined 1n section 620(f) of the For
eign Assistance Act of 1961) or any agency 
or national thereof, or in any other way par
ticipate in the extension of credit to any 
such country, agency, or national, in con
nection with the purchase of any product 
by such country, agency, or national; 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, if we can 
have the cooperation of Senators, I pro
pose to work out an agreement and a 
legislative program whereby this bill 
will be ref erred to the Banking and 
Currency Committee, with instructions 
from the Senate to report the bill to 
the Senate on November 25, and with 
assurance from the majority leader and 

, the minority leader that it will then be 
called up on the following Monday. 

; Mr. MANSFIELD. No, Mr. Presitlent, 
either that day or the next day-that 
Monday, the 25th, or Tuesday, the 26th. 

Mr. MUNDT. I stand corrected
either the 25th or the 26th. 

In conjunction with this understand
ing, an agreement has been developed 
with the Export-Import Bank that it will 
not make any new credits available to 
Communist countries in connection with 
trade in grain or any other product un
til such time as the Senate has com
pleted its action on whatever recom
mendations come to it from the Bank
ing and Currency Committee. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, will the Senator from South 
Dakota yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Does 

this include all industrial products? 
Mr. MUNDT. My bill includes all 

products. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from south Dakota yield? 
Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a 

meeting was held in my office, which was 
attended by 12 or 14 Senators of both 
parties, this morning and into this af
ternoon. There were present repre
sentatives of the Export-Import Bank 
and the Treasury Department, at our 
request; and we tried to reach, through 
a process of accommodation, a reason
able solution of the pending proposal. 
I was not in favor of it, and I am not in 
favor of it, because it creates a situa
tion which could be used to undermine 
the pinnings of the Executive. But I 
will go along with it, and I will support 
it, and I will do the best I can along the 
lines unanimously arrived at, by the 
Senators of both parties who were pres
ent this morning and this afternoon at 
the conference. 

I have talked with the chairman of 
the Banking and Currency Committee, to 
which I assume this legislative proposal 
will be referred. He has assured me 
that he will strictly adhere to the wishes 
of the Senate. The Senator from Vir
ginia CMr. RoBERTSON] is a man of his 
word, regardless of his personal feelings 
about any piece of proposed legislation. 

Of course, it is anticipated-and I hope 
it will be made the will of the Senate--

. that the bill will be reported to the 
Senate by a week from Monday, Novem
ber 25; and both the majority leader and 
the minority leader give the Senate their 
assurance that it will be brought up 
either that day or the next day, for im
mediate consideration. 

In brief, I believe that covers the re
sults of our participation in the meeting 
this morning. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, there 
was a meeting early this morning, and at 
that meeting I suggested that since there 
had been no hearings on the proposal 
offered by the distinguished Senator from 
South Dakota CMr. MUNDT], I, for one, 
hoped that perhaps we could learn a 
little more about the mechanics of the 
operations of the Export-Import Bank 
in processing foreign applications of this 
kind, and exactly how it works when it 

operates in handling such ·applications 
as commercial transactions on a guaran
teed basis. At that meeting it was sug
gested that perhaps the Chairman of the 
Export-Im.port Bank might confer with 
us. Pursuant to that, I had a session 
with the majority lead~; and a dozen 
Senators met in his office. The Export
Import Bank and the Treasury had rep
resentatives present. We had an oppor
tunity to canvass the authority and the 
capacity of the Export-Import Bank in 
this field. More than that, we had an 
opportunity to explore its operations, its 
losses, its gains, and exactly how it would 
process applications of this kind. 

After a thoroughgoing discussion, we 
thought perhaps we should satisfy the 
legislative process by having at least a 
few hearings on this proPoSal--conso
nant, of course, with the desires of the 
distinguished Senator from South Da
kota. 

That was arranged; and now he pro
poses to off er his amended amendment
which includes not only grain, but also 
all commodities--

Mr. MUNDT. And that is the form in 
which the bill has now been ref erred to 
the committee. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. That is correct-and 
with instruction that it report at the 
earliest possible date, and, hopefully, not 
later than November 25. If that can take 
place, the order for the yeas and nays 
can be rescinded, the amendment can be 
withdrawn, we can obtain some testi
mony from sources both in the Govern
ment and out of the Government, and 
then we can have the subject matter be
fore us; and, as a result, I think we shall 
be better equipped to deal with it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Has the bill been 
introduced? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
has been introduced. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Has it been re
ferred? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. To what commit

tee will the bill be referred? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. At the 

present moment it would appear that 
the bill will be ref erred to the Commit
tee on Banking and Currency. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the bill be re
f erred to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair rules that it will be unless some 
question is raised on the :floor of the 
Senate. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
since the procedure has gone that far, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency be di
rected to report back to the Senate with 
its finding on the bill not later than a 
week from Monday, November 25. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object-and l shall not 
object----= -

Mr. MANSFIELD. Let us get the 
agreement to the request. 
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Mr. JAVITS. May I ask a question 

before the agreement is made? The Sen
ator has asked for unanimous consent. 
I am a member of the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. I believe I am 
entitled to have a question answered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. There is no ques
tion about that. The Senator said that 
he would not object, and I merely sug
gested that the agreement be entered 
and then the Senator from New York 
might ask any question he wishes. 

Mr. JAVITS. Will the Senator al
low me to ask one question? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Certainly. 
Mr. JAVITS. Is there anything in 

the agreement that would bind the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency, not as 
to the time at which it would report, but 
as to what it would report? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No. 
Mr. JAVITS. That is all. 
Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, re

serving the right to object, as the rank
ing Republican member of the Subcom
mittee on International Finance of the 
Banking and Currency Committee, I 
should like to ask one question, at least, 
about the proposed timing. Some of us 
may be tied up on the 25th or 26th of 
November on other subjects. Is it im
perative that the discussion of the bill 
be brought out on the fioor on those 
days? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. In the opinion of 
the leadership it is. The Senator will 
have to take our word for it. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object---

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
first yield to the Senator from Pennsyl
vania. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I believe 
that we ought to clarify a couple of ques
tions of procedure. I am the chairman 
of the Subcommittee on International Fi
nance of the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. That subcommittee ordinar
ily has jilrisdiction over questions affect
ing the Export-Import Bank. I do not 
know, because I do not see the chairman 
of the full committee present in the 
Chamber, whether it will be his intention 
or whether it is the intention of the lead
ership to bypass the normal reference 
to a subcommittee in order that the full 
committee, because of the time factor, 
should consider the Mundt amendment. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator permit me to interrupt? 

Mr. CLARK. Surely. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I am sure the Sen

ator did not mean, and would wish to 
withdraw, the implication in his state
ment as to what the intent of the leader
ship was or is, because we have no intent. 
We do not interfere with committees. 
Committees are independent in their own 
right. They make their own decisions, 
and, under no circumstances, has the 
leadership ever attempted or will it ever 
attempt to lay down a rule, a law, or a 
dictum to any committee in this body. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 

Mr. CLARK. I certainly withdraw the 
imputation. I make only the comment 
that in my opinion it might be wiser if 
the leadership would interfere a little 
more than it does. This must be a ques
tion of judgment for the leadership. The 
Senator from Montana and I do not have 
the same views on that question. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No, but we have 
committees. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. DffiKSEN. The leadership has no 

authority over subcommittees. That is 
an intracommittee question that must be 
resolved within the committee. 

Mr. CLARK. It is a question of the 
function of the leadership. I happen to 
disagree with the Senator from Illinois 
on the question of the function of 
leadership. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the Senator 
from Pennsylvania desires the leader
ship to function in the manner in which 
he proposes, he had better give the 
leadership some authority, because we do 
not have that authority now-98 Sena
tors in this body have more authority 
in their own hands than the 2 so-called 
leaders have. I think the Senator from 
Pennsylvania knows that. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. CLARK. As the Senator from 

Montana well knows, I have been trying 
to get the leadership more authority 
during the 7 years I have been serving 
in the Senate. Since the year 1961 I 
have been conspicuously unsuccessful. 

Mr. Leader-this is all in good fun-
Mr. DffiKSEN. I am glad the Senator 

is not angry. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. But truthful. 
Mr. CLARK. I should like to -ask the 

leadership the following question. I 
wish the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
ROBERTSON] were present in the Cham
ber. Perhaps the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SPARKMAN], who is the ranking 
Democratic member of that committee, 
will be able to answer the question. As 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Illternational Finance, I am of the view 
that it does not make too much differ
ence whether the matter is considered in 
a subcommittee or by the full committee. 

Before the bill is reported to the Sen
ate, we should have a hearing. We 
ought to call -the Chairman of the Ex
port-Import Bank, and perhaps we 
ought to call as a witness the Secretary 
of State. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Such action would 
be expected. 

Mr. CLARK. I am not at all sure that 
the limitation of time which has been 
suggested would be altogether wise in 
view of the fact that the Mundt amend
ment will not be part of the foreign aid 
bill anyway, and what is all the hurry? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
there is an element of doubt in the latter 
assertion made by the distinguished 
Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CLARK. As there is, indeed, with 
respect to most of my assertions. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No, no; I ref er to 
what the outcome of a vote would be. 
I" believe there is a question of grave 
doubt there. As far as the subject of 
witnesses is concerned, it is anticipated 
that the Secretary of State, the Secre
tary of the Treasury, the officers of the 
Export-Import Bank, and others would 
be called before the committee. 

I intended to refer to another portion 
of the Senator's statement, but I have 
forgotten what it was. 

Mr. CLARK. I have practically for
gotten what I was going to say, too. 
All I can say to the majority leader is 
that, so far as I am concerned, I am 
prepared to cooperate wholeheartedly. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I recall what I in
tended to say. I ask the Senator from 
Pennsylvania to take my word as to why 
there is a reason for the bill to be con
sidered and reported not later than the 
25th of this month. 

Mr. CLARK. I shall take the word of 
my friend the Senator from Montana. 
So far as I am concerned, the committee 
procedure can be any way the chairman 
and the ranking Democratic and Repub
lican members of the committee wish it 
to be. I shall reserve my right as chair
man of the subcommittee to have a good 
deal to say about the bill. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I promised first to 
yield to the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. My question was cov
ered by the colloquy between the Sena
tor from Montana and the Senator from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, the 
chairman of our committee, the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON], is not in 
the Chamber at the present time. How
ever, the Senator from Pennsylvania may 
not know that the majority leader has 
talked with the Senator from Virginia. 
·I assume that they discussed the pro ... 
posed time limitation. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Only the time lim-
itation. · 

Mr. SPARKMAN. In the discussion 
this morning at which the question was 
worked up, I believe everyone present 
understood that we would have the offi
cials of the Export-Import Bank, the 
Secretary of the Treasury, and the Sec
retary of State appear as witnesses. 

I believe the Senator from South Da
kota [Mr. MUNDT] was suggested. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes, certainly, I 

think. we can finish consideration of the 
bill in the committee within the time set. 
I believe it is rather urgent that we do so. 
I do not know what the · intention of the 
chairman of the committee might be. I 
take it that the chairman has the dis
cretion of referring a bill to a subcom
mittee or not referring it. In this case 
I should think that, by reason of the lim
itation of time, the hearings would be 
held by the full committee. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the Sen
ator from Florida. 
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Mr. HOLLAND. It occurs to me that 

perhaps one of the most salient points 
in the whole situation has been over
looked in the colloquy. Is it not correct 
that the Export.:.Import Bank has agreed 
to hold up any further commitments un
til after the proposed new bill is dis- · 
posed of, provided it is disposed of in 
a short period of time? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Within the time 
limitation-and "a short period" is an 
accurate statement. It will be a short 
period of time, because we have no right 
to hold up anything indefinitely. As I 
said before, I have very grave doubts 
about the procedure we are following, 
because I think we are undermining the 
foundations of the executive branch of 
the Government in taking unto ourselves 
responsibilities which are not ours un
der the Constitution. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, is the 
agreement on the part of the Export
Import Bank to hold up further commit
ments provided speedy disposition is 
made of the bill a part of the whole 
package? Am I correct or not? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is 
correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? 

The bill (S. 2310> was referred to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, what is 
the status of the proposed agreement? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Has the bill been 
referred? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
has been ref erred. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The time certain 
limitation has not yet been agreed "to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
unanimous-consent request of the Sena- . 
tor from Montana has not yet been 
agreed to. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object-apparently the 
bill will be reported on the 25th or the 
26th--

Mr. MANSFIELD. The 25th. 
Mr. COTTON. On the 25th. Obvi

ously no provision has been made as to 
how long the Senate will consider it. No 
provision can be made? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct. 
Mr. COTTON. Last night, I recall, 

one Senator-one of the distinguished 
leaders--! elt so strongly about this mat
ter that he indicated if it were to be 
passed he would discuss· it at great length. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Hampshire yield? 

Mr. COTI'ON. Please allow me to 
finish the question I wish to ask. Now, 
while the foreign aid bill is pending, it 
is unlikely that we would have a long 
drawn out discussion-I do not use the 
word "filibuster"-that would preclude 
its passage; but if it is brought in all 
alone, particularly ·when there are other 
measures before the Senate that certain 
Senators do not wish to expedite, there 
is nothing in the whole wide world to 
prevent the Senate from discussing it for 

days and days and days. I should like 
to hear some comment on that before I 
agree to this proposal. Many times I 
have heard in the Senate the suggestion, 
"Do not tie it into this bill; we will take 
care of it separately." In the years I 
have been in the Senate, I have yet to see 
anything taken care of separately that 
was objected to under such circum
stances. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. COTTON. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I recall the allu

sion to which the distinguished Senator 
from New Hampshire refers. I point out 
that we are all mortal, that we all have 
our faults. Most of us are becoming a 
little edgy at this time of the year, I 
would hope most sincerely that Senators 
would unanimously see to it that the 
word given by the two leaders would be 
honored and that the debate would not 
be dilatory or drawn· out. I am sure it 
would not be. We should be supported 
in our hope and expectation that once 
this measure is reported back to the Sen
ate by the Banking and Currency Com
mittee, we would be able to dispose of 
it in 1 or 2 days. 

So far as the author of the amendment 
and the proposal is concerned, the dis
tinguished Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. MUNDT] has indicated that he will 
make every effort to do so. All we have 
in this body is our word, and it is either 
worth something or it is worth nothing. 
If Senators want leaders, they must have 
a little confidence in them and help them 
along. 

Mr. COTTON. I was not suggesting 
any lack of confidence in the leadership. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. . I understand. 
Mr. COTTON. I am suggesting what 

the distinguished majority leader him
self said a moment ago, that there is not 
a leader-majority or minority-or any
one else who can give his word about 
what other Senators w1ll do. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct. 
Mr. COTTON. I believe we should be 

aware of the fact that, while we may 
have an agreement, when the bill i;-eaches 
the Senate no one knows how long it will 
take to get affirmative action. I should 
like to object. I am not going to do so, 
but I regret that we are not going to dis
pose of this critical question while we 
are dealing with the foreign aid bill, so 
that it could be disposed of in a reason
able time. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I appreciate the 
remarks just. made by the distinguished 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. COT
TON], but strangely enough, I still have 
faith in the membership of this body, on 
both sides of the aisle. I can be ·disap
pointed, and I have been disappointed, 
but I expect the membership, both 
Democratic and Republican, to uphold 
our hands when the time comes, regard
less of how they may feel personally. 

Mr. COTTON. I share the faith of the 
distinguished majority leader. If any
thing could resfore my faith in expedi
tious work by the Senate, it is the fact 
that we have accomplished so much in 
such a short time this session. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. DOMINICK. I wonder whether 

the distinguished leader can tell us 
whether this program has been coordi
nated in any way with the House? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No. 
Mr. DOMINICK. It occurs to me that 

if the 'bill comes back and is passed by 
the Senate and then sent to the House, 
and the House sat on it for the rest of 
the session, we would get nowhere. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. No. This . pro
gram has not been discussed with the 
House. It is not intended to be dis
cussed with the House. · This is looked 
upon purely as a Senate responsibility. 
I am quite sure the minority leader and 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. MUNDT], as well as the Sen
ator from Georgia and other Senators, 
will support the statement I have just 
made. What the House does is its own 
business. What we do in this instance 
is ours. That was made very plain in 
the meeting this morning. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Pi·esident, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. GORE. Because of my attend

ance in committee I have not heard all 
that has transpired in the Chamber, but 
Senate aids have briefed me on the sub
ject. 

I was one of a bipartisan group of 
Senators to whom the question of the 
sale of wheat to Russia was put. · I 
gave my reaction and approval of the sale 
_of wheat on the basis of cash on the 
barrelhead-gold preferably, no credits, 
and no soft currency. 
. Now that the possibility of a much 
wider trade has come into question, I 
wish to reexamine the whole ·question 
before reaching a · deciSion. I believe 
that the wise course to follow is com
mittee hearings and consideration. 

I congratulate the majority leader and 
the minority leader upon reaching this 
agreement, to which I subscribe. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am grateful to 
the Senator from Tennessee. 

The PRESIDING . OFFICER (Mr. 
.BAYH in the chair). Is there objection 
to the request of the Senator from Mon
.tana [Mr. MANSFIELD]? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, in view 
of this agreement, I am willing to offer 
some unanimous-consent requests which 
will clear the decks so that we may 
proceed. 

First of all, I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the yeas and nays or
dered on my amendment and on the 
.modifying amendment may be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I now 
ask unanimous consent that I may be 
permitted to withdraw the two amend
ments, because I have introduced a bill 
covering the subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Dakota now has that 
right. It is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, wlll 
the Senator yield? 
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Mr. MUNDT. I yiel!}. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. To set the record · 

straight, a bill has been introduced and 
referred to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. By direction of the Sen
ate, it will be reported no later than a 
week from Monday, November 25, and on 
the basis of the pledge of the leaders, it 
will be brought up for consideration that 
day, or the next day. 

Again, may I express the hope that the 
debate will be assiduous and energetic 
but not dilatory or delaying. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I should 
like to add to the general understanding, 
so that all Senators may know, that the 
directors of the Export-Import Bank 
have agreed not to extend any further 
credits to Communist countries until the 
Senate has expressed its ·voice on the 
matter. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to re

ply to the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. COTTON], since I gather that his re
marks, directed to the majority leader, 
had some indirect reference to my com
ments last evening. I was looking 
through the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. It 
was a rather tense moment on the 
floor-most of it due to fatigue. I said 
the f olloWing: 

I shall not let the senate, 1l I can help it, 
vote on the issue immediately, because it 
seems to me that 1l we needed time to dis
cuss some minor amendments to the aid bill, 
we need plenty of time to discuss the pres
ent situation. 

Earlier, I said: 
I am rather surprised that Senators who 

are members of the Committee on Banking 
a.nd Currency, which committee has juris
diction over the operations of the Export
Import Bank, are willing to have major pol
icy questions decided on the floor of the 
Senate at 10 minutes after 10 p.m., after SY:z 
weeks of exhausting debate, discussion, and 
time-consuming activities in this body. 

I give my assurance to the Senator 
from New Hampshire and to the major
ity leader that there is no intention on 
my part to do anything but make a con
structive contribution to the debate, and 
with no delays. . 

Mr. MANSFIELD. If only the rest of 
the Senate would follow the example of 
the Senator from Minnesota--this year. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena
tor. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. DffiKSEN. The Senate knows 

and we know-with a sense of affection
that the "immediates" of the Senator 
from Minnesota are sometimes longer 
and sometimes shorter. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I want to reserve 
the degree of flexibility along the lines 
the minority leader has suggested. 

Mr. COTI'ON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. COTrON. I assure the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota, who 
knows I hold him in the very highest 
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esteem, that I did not mention his name. 
I was not impugning· his motives, I was 
not criticizing him; I merely used that 
as an example. I said if one Senator 
felt so strongly on this question that he 
would talk at length, if that was true of 
the Senator from Minnesota last night, 
it may be true of several Senators on 
November 25. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I fully understood 
the Senator's remarks. I wanted the 
RECORD clear that I felt last evening that 
we were proceeding too rapidly on a 
vital question. I am pleased with the 
resolution of this vital matter. As I felt 
last night, I feel even the text of the 
resolution goes far beyond what is wise 
policy. I shall await the report of the 
Banking and Currency Committee. I 
hope the report will be negative. I in
tend to vote as I expected to vote last 
evening. 

Now I wish to ask the Senator from 
South Dakota a question. The under
standing is clear as to the Export-Im
port Bank and its recess, so to speak, as 
to any commitments relating to trans
actions that require Export-Import Bank 
guarantees for the future. Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. MUNDT. Yes; and it holds until 
such time as the Senate may conclude its 
action. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No matter how the 
Senate may conclude its action. Is that 
correct? , 

Mr. MANSFIELD. But with the as
surance that it will not be delayed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. And that it is not 
retroactive. 

Mr. MUNDT. My amendment is not 
retroactive. Congress cannot pass retro
active legislation. 

To make it perfectly clear, so that 
there will be no question, the Export
Import Bank has already underwritten 
credits to Hungary for $4.5 million, un
der terms of that sale. Neither my 
amendment nor the gentlemen's agree
ment we have entered into can move 
backward. I have no such intention. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If business trans
actions are entered into which do not 
require guarantees by the Export-Import 
Bank, but are privately financed, or are 
made with a private bank, the under
standing we have does not prevail? 

Mr. MUNDT. The understanding 
would not affect the sale of the grain as 
we anticipated it-that is, sale of the 
grain for gold or cash. My amendment 
covers only the implications covered by 
my amendment, and those only. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Or where a pri
vate bank with Government help takes 
on the guarantee responsibility. 

Mr. MUNDT. That is correct, but it 
is my opinion that the Johnson Act would 
preclude the right of such private banks 
to extend credit to a Communist coun
try in def a ult. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I know of no such 
situation, but I thought we should un
derstand that. 

I yield now to the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, I was not at the meeting this 
morning, so I wonder if this matter in-

volves credit for any other export sales 
than grain. Has the Export-Import 
Bank been extending credit for other 
sales? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It applies to all 
products. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota Has the 
bank been extending this kind of insur
ance to them? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Only to Yugo
slavia. 

I yield to the Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. AIKEN. Any conditions that are 

applicable will, according to the under
standing, be applicable to all exports. 
It is not contemplated that the Export
Import Bank will make loans. The 
Export-Import Bank insures loans made 
by the commercial banks to provide ex
porters loans for the purpose of financ
ing exports to foreign countries. It is 
an insurance business, and not a loan 
business, and the two transactions that 
have taken place have been insurance 
issued by the Export-Import Bank to 
banks that have financed Cargill and one 
other company. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is a money
making proposition. 

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct. The 
Export-Import Bank, since its inception 
in 1925, has made profits in the neighbor
hood · of $2 billion. Losses have been 
minimal. There were some losses when 
Castro confiscated powerlines and a tele
phone company in Cuba, but the losses 
have been negligible. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio and Mr. JA VITS 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York is recognized. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Ohio [Mr. YOUNG] sought rec
ognition. l would not want to preempt 
his right to the floor. I have a question 
which may result in an amendment. 
Has the Senator from Ohio an amend
ment? 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I wish to lay be
fore the Senate an amendment on which 
I have already spoken. 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator 
from Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
I offer my amendment No. 293, and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Ohio to the committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute, as amended, 
will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is pro
posed, on page 41, between lines 8 and 9, 
to insert the following: 

(d) Add the following new section: 
"SEC. 512. PROHmITION AGAINST MILITARY 

ASSISTANCE TO SPAIN.-No mllitary assist
ance shall be furnished under this Act t.o 
the Government of Spain. No other pro
vision of this Act shall be construed to au
thorize the President t.o waive the provisions 
Of this section. The provisions of this sec
tion shall not be construed to prohibit sales 
to the Government of Spain of defense arti
cles or services under section 507." 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
having already spoken out regarding this 
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amendment, I shall take less than 1 min
ute. It may be that the distinguished 
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee [Mr. FuLBRIGJITl will not object 
to the insertion of this amendment in 
the bill. On the other hand, it can be 
truthfully stated that the pending bill 
does not provide military assistance for 
Generalissimo Franco's Spain. This 
amendment pins that prohibition down 
definitely and simply provides that--

No military assistance shall be furnished 
under this Act to the Government of Spain. 
No other provision of this Act shall be con
strued to anthorize the President to waive 
the provisions of this section. The provi
sions of this section shall not be construed 
to prohibit sales to the Government of Spain 
of defense articles or services under section 
507. 

I hope the chairman will agree to ac
cept the amendment, and that the 
amendment will be adopted. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
regret that I cannot accept the amend
ment. Everyone knows that we have 
had an agreement with Spain regarding 
very important base arrangements. Mil
itary assistance has been given to Spain 
primarily for that purpose in recent 
years. That was the only reason why 
we concluded an agreement dealing with 
the bases. 

I could not possibly accept the amend
ment, much to my regret. I wish I could 
accept it, but I oppose the amendment. 
If we singled out Spain for this kind of 
treatment, it would be regarded as an 
unfriendly act, directly contrary to the 
reason for the action of our Government 
in that regard. 

. Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I would like to 
also single out Duvalier's Haiti. I would 
like to include it in my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Ohio, on page 
41, between lines 8 and 9, to the com
mittee. amendment, in the nature of a 
substitute, as amended. 

The amendment to the amendment 
was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
committee amendment is open to fur
ther amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk. I have 
discussed it with the chairman of the 
committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota to the commitee amendment, 
in the nature of a substitute, as amend
ed, will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed, 
on page 54, after line 4, to insert the 
following: 

(c) Redesignate present section 109 to be 
110 and insert the following new section 109: 

"SEC. 109. The President may, subject to 
the restrictions contained in this Act, carry 
out transactions authorized by this Act 
without regard to the provisions of any other 
Act whenever he determines that such trans
actions are important to ( 1) the national 
interest of the United States, and (2) the 
ab111ty of the United States to carry out ef
fectively the policies and purpooes of section 
2 of this Act or to meet the requirements 
of the common defense. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I heard the phrase 
"that the President would be empowered 
to carry out the provisions of this act 
without regard to the provisions of any 
other act." That is pretty broad lan
guage. Unless it is explained by some 
legislative history, I shall be constrained 
to object to it. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am about to ex
plain it. 

The purpose is to make crystal clear 
that the section of Public Law 480 deal
ing with the trade expansion features of 
the bill, as well as the utilization of food, 
as necessary, for the common defense, is 
not restricted. The amendment contains 
language that will make crystal clear that 
the restrictions that we have written into 
it with respect to Public Law 480, section 
2, referring to general policy dealing with 
trade expansion, for example, and to al
leviate famine in the world, are not to be 
excluded; secondly, that in the common 
defense, when food is needed for na
tional interests, it is not to be excluded. 

Mr. SCOTT. There are restrictions 
already in existence pertaining to ship
ments of goods and materials to Com
munist countries. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. This relates only 
to Public Law 480. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, may we 
have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Mr. SCOTT. I should like to have 
some order in the ·Senate so that I may 
complete my sentence, at least, for the 
sheer pleasure of making a complete sen
tence of what I was about to say. There 
are other restrictions already in existence 
pertaining to shipments of goods and 
materials, that is, limitations on ship
ments and other dealings, with Commu
nist and Communist-dominated coun
tries. I understand from what the Sena
tor has said that the proposed restriction 
is limited to Public Law 480. -

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. SCOTT. Therefore there is no in
tention that the executive department 
shall be able to avoid any other situation 
whatever. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is 
absolutely correct; so that there will be 
no doubt at all as to what that section in 
Public Law 480 means. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. JA VITS. The Senate adopted an 

amendment, proposed by the Senator 
from Alaska [Mr. GRUENING] and my
self, which was expressly designed to 
deal with Public Law 480, because it is 
under Public Law 480 that Nasser is 
getting anything preponderantly. Is it 
not a fact that this proposal would can
cel out the very purpose of that amend
ment, because it leaves the discretion to 
the President? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. JAVITS. He can suspend it if he 
wishes to do so in the national interest. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If it is in the.na
tional interest or in the common de
fense. 

Mr. JAVITS. That is what we argued 
against. Nearly everything Nasser is 
getting he is getting under Public Law 
480. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. This .does not re
late · alone to Nasser. It makes sure 
that if food supplies are needed in the 
southern command of NATO or food 
supplies are needed anywhere' else, the 
provision of Public Law 480 will be ap
plicable, and not limited by anything 
we have done in this act or any other 
act. 

Mr. JA VITS. By legislating with a 
broadsword we take in everything. It 
will take in Mr. Nasser, as well as the 
southern defense command to which the 
Senator refers. Therefore, Mr. Presi
dent, I oppose the amendment. It will 
vitiate what the Senate did in the Gruen
ing-Javits amendment. I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I came into the Cham

ber rather late. I wish to ask the Sen
ator to explain the purpose of his amend
ment. From what I have heard, I am 
sure it calls for a major debate in the 
Senate. If what I have heard is true, I 
completely agree with the Senator from 
New York, that it seeks to vitiate much 
of what we have done during the course 
of the debate. I do not propose to have 
that done. 

I hope the Senator will explain his 
amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have explained it. 
Mr. MORSE. I did not hear the Sena

tor's explanation. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. The amendment is 

designed to do two things; first, to make 
it crystal clear that the reservations that 
have been placed in the bill, namely, the 
pending foreign aid bill, insofar as those 
reservations are concerned with respect 
to Public Law 480, shall not be applicable 
to what we call the common defense or 
to the national interests of the Nation, 
when the President in his judgment de
termines that the national interest is at 
stake. 

Mr. MORSE. I will speak in my own 
right later. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President I 
wish to confer with the Senator fr~m 
Oregon and the Senator from Ohio on 
the amendment. I wish to withdraw the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I ask unanimous 
consent that I may withdraw the amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the Senator withdraws his amendment. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, in the 
first place I say to the Senator from 
Minnesota that I am very much pleased 
that he did what he did. It would have 
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caused unquestioned confusion in respect 
to the pending bill if his amendment had 
been adopted. It would ride across 
everything we have fought and bled for, 
and some of us almost died for, on the 
floor. 

I should like to have the attention of 
the chairman of the committee, the 
Senator in charge of the bill, and the 
Senator from Ohio CMr. LAUSCHE], in 
order to see if we can do something to 
help with a very trying section of the 
bill, and perhaps avoid the need for 
amending it. 

I call attention to page 34, lines 16 to 
18, which read: 

(3) In paragraph (2) strike out "fraud or 
misconduct" in the second proviso and sub
stitute "fraud, misconduct, or negligence". 

It will be noted that it is proposed in 
the bill to establish additional bases for 
enabling the United States to defend 
against claims under the all-risk guar
antees which are provided for by the 
act. The all-risk guarantees could now . 
be vitiated if the person having the ben
efit of the guarantee were guilty of fraud 
or misconduct for which that person or 
corporation was responsible. 

The words of the statute are clear. 
They state: 

Provided,f-urther~ 

This is section 221 Cb) (2) of the For
eign Aid Act--

Provided, further,· That no payment may 
be made under this paragraph 2 for any loss 
arising out of fraud or misconduct for which 
the investor is responsible. 

The part of the bill to which I ref er 
proposes to include negligence, so that 
the new bases of defense would be fraud, 
misconduct, or negligence. 

I am advised-and this is borne out 
by communications to the committee 
and to me-that the PUrPose of the all
risk guarantee is likely to be vitiated, 
because the investors who have been in
vesting will not invest if negligence be
comes a defense. I will give the reasons 
for that. The all-risk guarantee which 
is covered by the law provides for $180 
million in guarantees, with certain limi
tations on the individual. 

The all-risk guarantee has mainly 
been used for housing projects in Latin 
America, certainly a most important and 
constructive aspect of the act. 

A good deal of this investment has 
been in housing projects in South Amer
ica. It is somewhat analogous to our 
housing agencies or housing authorities. 

The underwriters of these security is
sues, the makers of these investments, 
are mainly banking firms in this coun
try, which have communicated with me 
as well as the committee. I will tell 
the whole story to the Senate. If these 
downtown Wall Street banking firms do 
not invest, that business will not be done 
unless the United States puts up its own 
money. . 

We must understand that we are deal
ing with the business equation, with 
businessmen who can invest or not in
vest, as_they choose,,and there is nothing 
we can do to compel '(;hem. That is why 

I lay the question directly before the 
Senate. They say that if we add the de
fense of negligence, they are concerned. 
that they will not be able to be respon
sible for such loose standards as to third 
parties; namely, the housing authorities 
or building and loan and other orga
nizations with which they might be deal
ing in Latin America. 

As everyone knows, negligence relates 
to the standard of care of a reasonable 
man. Numerous juries are required to 
determine that question in the United 
States. Hence, the feeling is that if we 
add to the other definitions; namely, 
fraud or misconduct, where there has 
been something willful, something overt, 
the standard of negligence, we will create 
a situation in which the terms will be
come so ambiguous that businessmen will 
neitller invest nor underwrite. Also, 
there is grave doubt that the paper which 
they hold as notes or mortgages will be 
negotiable on the same ground as to 
be a defense against the holder. 

I have discussed this question with the 
drafter of the amendment, the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. LAUSCHE]. I gather that 
he is willing to make certain definitions 
with regard to this subject. I shall ask 
him two questions which we have agreed 
upon, so that the Senate may be fully 
advised. Naturally, I am interested in 
saving the amendment of any of our 
colleagues who feel in deep good faith 
that what they propose is desirable. If 
the committee has adopted the amend
ment, and if it is possible to save it, I 
am happy to try to do so. Naturally, 
it is not at all certain that the Senate 
would not take a different position upon 
argument, debate, and amendment. 
The questions which I shall ask the 
Senator from Ohio to answer will be 
helpful, I feel, but I cannot assume that 
they will be conclusive either upon me 
or upon the underwriters. The commit
tee of conference will then have to decide 
as a pr~tical question what it wants to 
do. 

If the Senator from Ohio is willing to 
answer the questions, I think his re
sponses will be helpful and may prove to 
dispel the difficulties. I think it is 
worth trying. I do not wish to question 
the Senator under false pretenses. 

The first question is: Is it a fact, as a 
matter of legislative history, that the 
fraud, misconduct, and negligence which 
are here referred to, in· order to be a 
defense to an all-risk guarantee must be 
fraud, misconduct, or negligence of the 
employees, officers, or duly constituted 
agents of the investor? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. That is the under
standing I had in submitting the amend
ment. That is my conviction, and that 
is the understanding under which the 
amendment was approved in committee. 
· Mr. JAVITS. Second, in the admin
istration of this section-and we would 
hope that the courts, too, would be 
guided by this standard-is it the legis
lative intent of the amendment that the 
burden of proof shall be upon the Gov
ernment to assert its defense against an 
~11-risk guarantee? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. It is my understand
ing of the general law, stated many 
times in the jurisprudence of evidence, 
that the burden of establishing negli
gence, fraud, or misconduct would be 
upan the guarantor-the U.S. Govern.;. 
ment. That is the understanding and 
intention of the committee. 

Mr. JAVITS. That is exactly correct. 
That is the important point. I may say 
to the Senator-and I shall ask him no 
further questions-that what he has last 
said is so important, because most of 
those things we would hope that, like a 
good insurer, the Government would pay 
honorable and · legitimate claims. 
Therefore, what the Senator has said is, 
in my view, far more important to gov
ernment administration than to the 
courts. We cannot control the courts, 
but we certainly can have rulings on the 
way in which a provision like this shall 
be administered. I am grateful to the 
Senator from Ohio for saying what he 
said. 

Mr. President, may we have from the 
chairman of the committee some confir
mation of the statements by the Senator 
from Ohio? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The understand
ing of the Senator from Ohio is also my 
understanding. The negligence referred 
to is negligence of some person who is 
in no way under the control of the bor
rower, as described by the Senator from 
N~w York. He is not an employee or 
agent or third person, over whom the 
borrower would not exercise control, or 
for whom he is not responsible. It seems 
to me that that would be unfair and, in 
my opinion, was not the intention of the 
committee. 

Mr. JAVITS. As to the latter ques
tion, does the chairman agree as to the 
question of burden of proof throughout, 
as to the administration of this question 
and its effect on the question of judicial 
interPretation? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is my 
opinion. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. It is not my intention 
as the proponent Of the amendment, O; 
of the committee, to require the ag
grieved party to prove that he was not 
guilty of fraud, not guilty of misconduct, 
and not guilty of negligence. The ag
grieved party would have made his case 
by showing loss, and the burden of proof 
would then fall upon the U.S. Govern
ment to show that the loss occurred 
through the misconduct, fraud, or negli
gence of the agent, official, or servant of 
the aggrieved person. 

Mr. JAVITS. I should like to ask the 
Senator from Ohio one further question, 
which he may or may not answer, as 
he chooses. May we have some idea as 
to why the Senator felt that the amend
ment as to negligence was important? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Under the present 
law, the U.S. Government, in guarantee
ing the loss incurred in a housing project 
or a business, was relieved of respon
sibillty ·if and when it was able to show 
that the loss resulted from fraud or mis
conduct on the part of the agents, ofll
cials, or ~rvants of the borro\ving 
company. 
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I added the word "negligence" because 

I did not believe that the Government 
should be respbnsible, when it could 
prove that the loss resulted from the 
negligence of the borrower. Unless we 
include the word "negligence," there is 
practically ironclad responsibility de
volving upon the u:.s. Government. I 
did not think that should be. 

Mr. JA VITS. One other question, if 
the Senator from Ohio will b·ear with 
me, because ~t should prove to be helpful. 
What the underwriters and investors are 
deeply concerned about is, Where is the 
line drawn between negligence and bad 
judgment in a particular matter? Per
haps A might claim inadequate admin
istration of a particular department, be
cause of the fact that particular people 
who are put on the job were not so bright 
as they should be, although they acted 
in complete good faith and were per
fectly legitimate employees of substance 
and capacity. In other words, who is to 
determine the line between negligence 
and bad business judgment or bad dis
cretion, used in making a certain deci
sion? That, I think, is what is worrying 
those people. If we could spell out some 
standard, it would be helpful. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The word "miscon
duct" is a word of art. "Fraud" has a 
distinct definition. The definition of 
"negligence" is known by every lawyer. 
If we can logically and understandably 
include the words "fraud" and "miscon
duct,'' it follows as a matter of logic that 
no impediment arises when we include 
the word "negligence." If a trial were 
to be had, the court would define what 
"fraud" meant; what "misconduct" 
meant; and what "negligence" means. 

My understanding is that "negligence" 
means that a person has failed to do 
what a reasonably prudent person would 
have done, or has done what a reasonably 
prudent person would not have done un
der the circumstances. That is my 
understanding of the definition of 
"negligence." 

Mr. JAVITS. Does the Senator be
lieve that an underwriter would dare to 
underwrite or would dare to make a loan 
with that as the standard in the law, in 
view of the fact that that is a defense 
which could be invoked by the United 
States against anybody? It takes a trial 
and a jury decision in order to prove it; 
and the jury decision could go either 
way. 

May I give the Senator an example? 
Suppose I wish to invest in a housing 
loan. Suppose I send some operatives to 
investigate, and they fail to look at some 
bookkeeping analysis or some particular 
title analysis, and I say, "That is not 
negligence. My people looked at some 
other piece of paper, that told them the 
same thing, or they took the word of a 
person operating a particular savings 
and loan association." 

But the U.S. Government replies, "We 
are sorry, sir, but we do not pay. That 
is negligence. It has to go to trial, and 
the jury may decide 'Yes' or 'No'." 

Is it not a fact that an underwriter 
who follows the established standard or 

rule in regard to negligence in connec
tion with torts will not be inhibited at all 
from going into these risk guarantees? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The term "negligence" 
is applicable to business operations just 
as it is to tort actions. The director of 
a corporation can become liable on two 
bases: one, because of violation of a 
trust obligation; the other, because of 
the perpetration of negligence. 

Mr. JAVITS. He can because of gross 
negligence. A corporate officer or direc
tor cannot be held for other than gross 
negligence. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. That may be the law 
of New York, but it is not the law of 
Ohio. There is a Federal law on the 
subject. 

However, from the standpoint of trials 
or practicality, what di:fference is there 
between proving fraud or misconduct or 
negligence? In any case it becomes an 
issue, and must be proved. 

Mr. JAVITS. I think fraud is dis
honesty. Misconduct is generally con
sidered a violation of some ethical or 
legal obligation. The word "misconduct" 
is rather loosely construed, but appar
ently the underwriting community has 
accepted this definition. But negli
gence-as we learn from the decisions of 
juries every day-can be interpreted in 
one way or the other; and after the Jury 
has decided, no one can argue about it. 

Let me ask this question of the Senator 
from Ohio: Should it develop, as a prac
tical matter, that the concept the Sena
tor from Ohio has of the law on this 
question is not quite in accord with the 
legal situation, would he then give con
sideration to adding the words "gross 
negligence" or some other phrase or 
clause which would help-although it 
would not necessarily be considered here, 
because we cannot do research work on 
it here? I am referring only to the sit
uation based upon checking back on the 
Senator's views as to the law. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I regret to say this; 
but if we allow the bankers to determine 
what will be included in the bill, nothing 
will be in it, for they want to receive 
the interest, and they want the Govern
ment to assume the obligation. But I do 
not think the Government should assume 
the obligation in cases in which the loss 
resulted from fraud, misconduct, or 
negligence. 

Mr. JAVITS. Yes; but we want the 
bankers to invest--

Mr. LAUSCHE. But they are saying, 
"We will not invest unless you do as we 
say." But that does not mean to me that 
we are obligated to follow the course they 
request. 

I shall be glad to consider this matter 
at a later date. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator 
from Ohio. I think we have opened up 
the subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on agreeing to the com
mittee amendment, as amended. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment, although I shall not call 
it up now. But it may become applica-

ble tlie next time this subject comes be
fore us. In short, many U.S. citizens of 
Yugoslav ancestry have claims against 
the Yugoslav Government, but the Yugo
slav Government has disregarded them 
or has paid no attention to them. My 
amendment contemplates requiring a 
showing by the Yugoslav Government in 
the future, if it wishes to receive our help, 
that it has made a legitimate e:trort to 
settle these claims. At this time I shall 
not call up my amendment; but I shall 
call it up next year or the following year, 
if some favorable action is not taken by 
the Yugoslav Government on these 
claims. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further amendment to be proposed 
to the committee amendment, as 
amended, the question is on agreeing to 
the committee amendment, as amended, 
in the nature of a substitute. 

The amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is on the engrossment of 
the amendment and the third reading 
of the bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be en
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now is, Shall the bill pass? 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. -President, on this 

question, I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I shall 

vote for this foreign aid bill. I believe 
it is a much sounder bill now than it 
was as it came out of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee. 
. May I say that I am glad that the bill 

was not ref erred back to the · commit
tee for further revision. Instead, the 
Senate has been operating as a de facto 
Committee of the Whole for the past 3 
weeks. This has enabled each of us to 
become much better informed about this 
important piece of legislation and also 
about the entire foreign aid program. 
And this is a very good thing. One of 
the unfortunate dispositions into which 
the Senate ha.S fallen is the tendency 
to take too much for granted the judg
ment of its committees. I believe that 
great weight should be given to the col
lective judgment of the members of the 
committees, because by and large the 
stairs and the members of the commit
tees have devoted considerably more 
time to the legislation before them than 
have other Members of the Senate. But 
there are many Members of the Senate 
not members of a committee whose back
ground and expertise with r~spect to 
some of the problems considered by a 
committee are superior to the knowledge 
possessed by some of the members of 
the committee; and these Members 
should be given greater consideration 
when they speak out on these problems 
and, particularly, when they o:ffer 
amendments to the bills which have been 
processed by the committees. 

For too long now. the Foreign Rela
tions Committee has been operating in a 
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world of its own. I do not say this in 
criticism of the committee. I say it in 
criticism of the Senate itself. Too many 
Members have been disposed to regard 
matters of foreign relations and foreign 
trade as matters beyond the understand
ing and appreciation of the average 
Member of the Senate who is not a mem
ber of the committee. This disposition 
has, I fear, lulled us into a false sense 
of well-being over legislation affecting 
our foreign affairs, and particularly the 
foreign aid authorization bills into which 
policy changes, entirely within the prop
er purview of the Congress, might here
tofore have wisely been written. 

The result has been an increasing 
awareness on the part of the taxpayers, 
who are paying the bill, that Congress 
has not been doing as good a job as it 
should. Thanks to the free press and the 
alertness of some of our Members, the 
abuses, waste, and unsound practices 
which have inexcusably occurred in the 
conduct of the foreign aid programs have 
been brought home to the people who 
sent us here to represent them. Sooner 
or later, the pressure had to build up to 
a breaking point, and the brea_king point 
has occurred this year over this bill. 

I do not say that we now have a per
fect bill. But I do say that we have a 
much better bill than we had 3 weeks 
ago. And I trust that when it is taken 
to conference, the Senate conferees will 
stand very firm on the amendments 
which have been made. Actually, my 
estimate is that the House conferees will 
be most happy to accept most of the 
amendments. And I wish to sound a 
warning that the conferees had better 
bring back a conference report which 
contains most of these hard-considered 
amendments if it wishes to have the con
ference report agreed to by the Senate. 
The people we represent recognize that 
we have been giving voice to their con
cerns and their desires through the 
adoption-of these amendments, and I do 
not believe that they will be satisfied at 
all if the opposition to them by non
elected officials of the State Department 
prevails. It is these officials who are 
working for the taxpayers~not vice 
versa. 

The authorization limit has been re
duced to some $3.8 billion-a substantial 
reduction from the $4.2 billion brought 
out by the Foreign Relations Committee 
and a very substantial reduction over the 
$4.9 billion requested by the President in 
his so-called "frugal budget" presented 
early this year in the amount of $98.8 
billion. It is still some $300 million over 
the House bill, but only $100 million un
der the amount appropriated for the last 
fiscal year. I see no reason why anyone 
should be concerned over the reduction 
made by the Senate. In fact, even with 
this figure I must say I am not entirely 
satisfied, because I am greatly concerned 
over the committed and unexpended 
funds currently in the foreign aid pro
gram pipeline. Many taxpayers do not 
know about this, and I believe they should 
be made fully aware of it. 

According to the Agency for Interna
tional Development, as of June 30, 1963, 

the total unliquidated commitments 
amounted to more than $6.3 billion, in
cluding nearly $4 billion earmarked for 
economic assistance programs, $2.3 bil
lion for military assistance, and some 
$153 million in the special reserve and 
revolving funds-table A. It should be 
noted that of the $4 billion for economic 
assistance, there is the sum of $358 mil
lion for supporting assistance. Ninety
four countries are listed in this com
mitted but unexpended fund pipeline
table B. 

I can readily see why there must be 
some funds in that pipeline: We should 
and must take care of our obligations. 
It is my understanding that if the agreed 
provisions under which an activity is un
dertaken are not met, if the conditions 
which generated U.S. undertaking of an 
activity change materially, or if the final 
cost of a project is less than originally 
provided for, funds may be deobligated 
and used for some other purpose. I un
derstand that in fiscal year 1963, about 
$30 million in economic assistance funds 
were deobligated and used in the pro
gram; this is less than one-half of 1 
percent of the total economic assistance 
pipeline. I have been told that about $50 
million additional funds were also de
obligated, but not used, and as a result, 
will either revert to the Treasury or be 
reappropriated by the Congress to meet 
the needs of the fiscal year 1964 pro
gram. 

AID says that it does not believe that 
a substantial amount of fiscal year 1964 
funds will remain unobligated at the end 
of the fiscal year 1964-and if the Con
gress continues to cut the foreign aid 
program, this could be true. But out
side of that, AID has cited three central 
reasons why there might be some funds 
left unobligated and I believe these 
reasons are pertinent to the discussions 
going on now on the Senate floor: 

1. We hope that it would not be necessary 
to use all of the contingency funds. We wlll 
be able to return $117 mlllion of the $250 
million appropriated for the fiscal year 1963 
contingency fund. 

If this much is to be returned for the 
last fiscal year, then the $175 million we 
have authorized by amendment for this 
fund would still be excessive. 

2. The foreign aid program utilizes many 
hundreds of accounts. By law, none of these 
accounts may be overdrawn. Prudent man
agement requires that we plan to leave small 
balances in each of these accounts. The sum 
of these small balances is a significant 
amount. 

3. We will not obligate funds unless re
cipient countries undertake self-help and 
reform measures, and successfully meet the 
conditions of other criteria upon which pro
vision of U.S. assistance is based. We may 
earmark funds for use in a certain activity, 
contingent on whether the recipient effec
tively takes agreed upon steps. If some 
progress is made, but at the end of the fiscal 
year the recipient is not able to successfully 
complete the necessary steps, we will not 
obligate the funds for that activity, and there 
will not be sufficient time to prudently under
take another activity. Thus these funds will 
not be obligated. 

That last reason brings us to the meat 
of the problem: How long are we to leave 
these funds in the pipeline? 

In examining the AID's country-by
country report on the "status of loan 
agreements," as of June 30, 1963, I find 
that there were a total of 127 loan agree
ments into which we had entered into 
during or before 1960 and of which there 
still remained unliquidated balances. It 
seems that those funds should be moving, 
especially when some go back as far as 
1953. On February 6, 1953, we entered 
into a loan agreement with the Instituto 
De Acueductos y Alcantarillados Nacio
nales of Panama for financing a water 
supply and sewerage system. The 
amount of loan agreement was $6 million. 
To date, not one cent of that loan has 
been made to that Panama institution. 

What is the reason for this and for the 
others? If conditions have not been 
met, then those funds should be released 
for other activ1ties. Or are these so
called "small" loans to be piled up in
definitely? 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that tables A and B, and a table C 
setting forth examples of old loan agree
ments and amounts disbursed thereunder 
be placed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
TABLE A.-Foreign assistance program (mu

tual security), preliminary June 30, 1P63, 
unliquidated commitments 

(In thousands of dollars) 
ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 

Budgeted programs: 
Development loans __________ _ 
Development grants: 

General authorization _____ _ 
Special foreign currency 

programs--------------~ 
Surveys of investment opportu-

nities------------------------
Alliance for Progress: 

Loans ----------------------
Grants ----------------------
Inter-American program for social progress _____________ _ 
Social Progress Trust Fund ___ _ 

International organizations ____ _ 
Supporting assistance _________ _ 
Contingency fund--------------
Administrative expenses, AID __ _ 
Administrative expenses, State--
Chilean reconstruction ________ _ 

2,170,047 

353,987 

2,780 

303 

280,371 
56,192 

47,227 
335,000 
133,985 
358,139 
219,093 

7,736 
779 

17,765 

Total budgeted programs___ 3, 983, 404 

MILITARY ASSISTANCE 1 
Cirant aid ______________________ 2,263,500 
Sales prograin__________________ 69,600 

Total military assistance_ 2, 333, 100 

Grand total economic and 
military assistance_____ 6, 316, 504 

Special reserve ' and revolving 
funds: 

Acquisition of property_______ 559 
Investment guarantees_______ 152, 231 

Total special reserve and 
revolving funds________ 152, 790 

1 Preliminary June 30, 1963, data not avail
able; figures shown represent estima.tee 
shown in budget document. 
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TABLE B.-Foreign assistance (mutual se

curityt program by countries 1 (including 
military and economic assistance) 
ESTIMATED UNLIQUIDATED BALANCES AS 01' 

JUNE 30, 1963 

(In millions of dollars] 
Unliquidated 

Developing countries: balances 
Afghanistan_____________________ 56. 8 
Algeria__________________________ 1.6 
Argentina----------~----~------ 107.6 
Bolivia__________________________ 52. O 

Brazil--------------------------- 93. 1 
Burma-------------------------- 24.4 
Burundi ___________ ·------------- c2> 
Catnbodia_______________________ 44.8 
Catneroon_____________ __________ 12.8 
Central African Republic_______ .·8 
Ceylon-------------------------- 3.7 
Chad--------------·------------- 1. 3 
Chile--------------------------- 70. 8 
China, Republic oL--------:----- 284. 6 
Colombia----------·------------- 91. 0 
Congo (Brazzaville)____________ . 9 
Congo (Leopoldville)------------ 32. 8 
Costa Rica______________________ 18.9 
Cyprus-------------------------- 3. 2 
DahomeY----------·------------- 1. 3 
Dotninican Republic_____________ 30. 2 
Ecuador-----------·- - ----------- · 33.1 
El Salvador______________________ 23. O 
Ethiopia________________________ 32. 8 
Gabon___________________________ . 8 
Ghana_________________________ 82. 1 
Greece-------------------------- 300. 0 
Guatemala---------------------- 16. 5 
Guinea_________________________ 15. 5 
Haiti-------------- ·------------- 4. 8 
Honduras----------------------- 9.3 
Iceland ____________ ------------- . 1 
India___________________________ 815.6 
Indonesia_______________________ 50.1 
Iran____________________________ 117.4 
Iraq-------~-------------------- 1.3 
Israel____________ _______________ 69.9 
Ivory Coast_____________________ 3. 3 
Jamaica_________________________ 4.9 
Jordan__________________________ 15. 9 
:Korea___________________________ 426.4 
Laos____________________________ 24.8 
Lebanon--~ --------------------- 3.5 
Liberia__________________________ 47.5 
Libya--------------------------- 4.5 
Malagasy Republic_______________ . 5 
Malaya (fiscal year 1959)---·----- 4. 7 
Mali------------------ - --------- 6.2 
Mauritania______________________ ; 1 
Mexico-------------------------- 19.2 

TABLE B.-Foreign assistance, etc.-Con-. 
[In millions of dollars] 

UnliquidatecL 
Developing countries-Con. balances 

Morocco-----------·------------- 53.5 
Nepal--------------------------- 5.6 
Nicaragua_______________________ 11.9 
Niger___________________________ 1.9 
Nigeria__________________________ 43.0 
Pakistan---------------- -------- 340.3 
Panatna_________________________ 20.9 
Paraguay ____ ____ .:______ _________ 7. 9 

Peru--------------------------- 60.2 
Philippines _____ _ : _________ ____ :. _ 44. 1 

Poland------------------- - --- - -- 3.1 
Saudi Arabia____________________ . 1 
Senegal------------------------- 2. 8 
Sierra Leone_____________________ 3. 4 
Somali Republic_________________ 12. 8 
Sudan---------- ~ -- ~------------ 15.2 
Syrian Arab Republic____________ 18. 2 
Tanganyika__________________ ____ 9. 4 
Thailand------------------------ 131. 6 
Togo---------------------------- 1.4 
Trtnldad and Tobago____________ 13.5 
Tunisia_____________________ ____ 76.4 
TurkeY---------------·---------- 436.7 
Uganda_________________________ 5.3 
United Arab Republic____________ 83. 1 
Upper Volta_____________________ . 6 
Uruguay_______________ _________ 6.5 
Venezuela ______ ·----------------- 63. 3 
Vietnatn------------------------ 160.6 
Yetnen________________________ __ 4.5 
Yugoslavia______________________ 18. 3 
Territories_________ ______________ 11. 7 
Others-undistributed classified 

(military)-------· - ----- - ------ 267. 5 

Total developing countries ___ 5, 001. 8 

Europe, Japan, and other developed 
countries (all military assist
ance with the ex.ception of $16,-
700,000 in Spain}: 

Australia ____________________ ___ _ 

Belgium-----------·------------
I>enmark----------·------------
France--------------------------
Germany (Berlin)---------------
ItalY--------------------------- -Japan ____________ __ ____________ _ 
Netherlands ____________________ _ 
New Zealand ___________________ _ 
Norway ____________ ---- - --------
Portugal _______________________ _ 

2.0 
24.0 
85.2-
41.1 

.1 
132.9 
77.9 
67.3 

.8 
101. 0 
32.6 

TABLE B.-Foreign assistance, etc.-Con. 
[In millions of dollars] 

Unliqufdated 
balance.! 

Europe, Japan, and other developed 
countries (all military assist
ance with the. exception of $16,-
700,000 in Spain)-Con. 

Spain __ ________________________ _ 
United :Kingdom _______________ _ 

Total Europe, Japan and other 
developed countries _______ _ 

Regional and nonregional-Eco-
nomic assistance : 

Developtnent grants-------------
Social progress trust fund _______ _ 
International organizations _____ _ 
Administrative expenses-AID ___ _ Other ______________________ ____ _ 

Total regional and nonre-
gional-Econotnic assist-

67.3 
3.5 

635. 7 

46.1 
835.0 
109.0 

7.7 
18.4 

ance______________________ 516.2 

Regional, nonregional and adjust
ments-Military assistance: 

Regional and nonregional________ 248. 4 
Adjust1nent of undelivered pro-

grams 3------ - --- ·------------- -85. 6 

Total regional, nonregional 
and adjustments-Mil1tary 
assistance_________________ 162.8 

Total unliquidated balances __ 6, 316. 5 
1 The country amounts are composed of 

the following: 
(1) Economic assistance ~ Undisbursed au

thorized loans and unliquidated obligations. 
(Preliminary, Aug. 16, 1963.) 

(2) Military assistance: Estimated value 
of goods programed-but not delivered, since 
unpaid obligations/reservations are . not 
avaj.lable by countries. (Congressim;ial pres
entation.) 

2 Less than $50,000. 
a This adjustment reduces the total pro

gramed and undelivered amounts for mm
tary assistance included in the country bal
ances, as expected in footnote 1 (2-) above, 
to the total estitnated unpaid obllgatlons/ 
reservations for mllltary assistance as re
flected in the congreEsional presentati<>n. 

NoTE.-No new countries are proposed for 
aid in fiscal year 1964. 

. 
Country and purpose Date of loan Loan amount Loan dis- Country and purpose Date of loan Loan amount Loan dis-

agreement bursement 

Government of Finland: Ship con
struction__________________ __ _____ ___ May 22, 1959 

Government of Iceland: 
Commodity assistance ______ ______ May 23, 1959 
Development bank______ __ ____ ____ Apr. 10, 1959 

Government of Poland: Commodity 
assistance_- ------ ---- -------- --- ---- June 10, 1959 

Government of Spain: Railway re-
habilitation ______ _______ __ __________ June 5, 1959 

Government of Yugoslavia: 
Project assistance _________________ Nov. 12, 1957 

Do________ ____________________ May 22, 1958 
F ertilizer plant_______ _____ _______ Jan. 8, 1959 
Project assistance_________________ Mar. 10, 1959 
Commodity assistance ___ __ _______ Apr. 14, 1959 
Electric power ____ ______ _____ __ ___ Nov. 25, 1959 
Hydroelectric power ___ ----- ------ Dec. 17.1959 
Zagreb plastics___ _____ ___ ______ ___ Sept. 16, 1960 

Liberian-American Agricultural & 
Industrial Corp.: Sawmill project_ __ Dec. 16.1958 

Government of Libya: 
Electric powerplant______ ____ _____ June 28, 1957 

Do-- ----- ---- ----------·----- June 25, 1959 
Government of Morocco: 

Irrigation project _______ __ _____ __ __ ·Mar. 16, 1960 
Commodity assistance_- ------ --- - June 28, 1957 
Commodity and project assistance_. July I0, 1958 
Commodity assistance_ - ---------- June 30, 1959 

Do__ _________________ __ _______ Mar. 21, 1960 

$5, 000, 000. 00 $4, 662, 890. 31 

3, ·ooo, ooo. oo 
1, 760, 000. 00 

6, 000, 000. 00 

14, 900, 000. 00 

73, 700, 000. 00 
46. 900. 000. 00 
22, 500, 000. 00 
69, 200, 000. 00 

7, 700, 000. 00 
9, 000, 000. 00 

15, 000, 000. 00 
23, 000, 000. 00 

190,000. 00 

3, 500, 000. 00 
5, 000, 000. 00 

2, 983. 131. 33 
1, 423, 302~ 30' 

5, 897, 440. 15 

9, 890, 021. 55 

72, 210, 799. 03 
46, 153, 566. 83 
21, 066, 391. 18 
57, 923, 809. 52 

7, 359, 493. 55 
8, 282, 650. 11 
7, 115, 126. 34 

21, 207, 127. 29 

164,039. 61 

3, 137, 944. 51 
4, 700, 405. 59 

23, 000, 000. 00 5, 158, 208. 94 
20. 000. 000. 00 19, 9lit, 609. 19 
29, 900, 000. 00 29, 436, 394. 98 
15, 000, 000. 00 13, 821, 91L 20 
20, 000, 000. 00 18, 486, 912. 11 

agreement bursement 

Credito Somalo (Somalia) : Develop-
ment bank __ ____ :.._________ _ _______ Mar. 31, 1959 

Sudan-American Textile. Industries: 

So~~~nN~'t!naie -rfWiiStfilille-<le-oei:- May 
22

• 
1959 

s~:~~e ~~~~~i :d;~~h~~?de-fes- May 13, 1959 
Tunisians (Tunisia) : National rail
ways_________ _____________ ________ __ May 27, 1959 

Government of Tunisia: Irrigation 
project _------------ -------- -------- Oct. 11, 1960 

Government of Ceylon: 
Highway rehabilitation ___ _____ ___ Sept. 3, 1958 
Project assistance__ __________ _____ Mar. 25, 1959 

Do______ _________ ____ ____ __ ___ Sept. 23, 1959 
G<Jvernment of Greece: Fertilizer 

plant_____________ _________ ____ ____ Jan. 28, 1959 
Public Power Corp. (Greece): Hydro-

electric plant_____ __ ________ __ ______ Jan. 29, 1960 
Government of Iran: Commodity as

sistance______ ___________________ ___ Oct. 10, 1958 
Industrial & Mining Development 

Bank of Iran: Development Bank __ Nov. 19, 1959 
Government of Israel: Project assist-ance..________ __________ ___________ Aug. 25, 1958 

Do ________ _______________ ___ ______ Dec. 17, 1958 

Industrial Development Bank of 
Israel: Development bank __________ May 12,1959 

$2, 000, 000. 00 

10,000,000.00 

6,250,000.00 

2, 750, 000. 00 

18, 000, 000. 00 

726,000.00 
3,320,000.00 
6, 000, 000. 00 

12, 000, 000. ()() 

31, 000, 000. 00 

2,500,00().00 

5, 200, 000. 00 

$653, 080. 53 

9, 978, 133, 7() 

5, 955, 996. 33 

2, 410, 169. 20 

1, 965, 779.M 

689, 700. 00 
1, 243, 382. 32 
2, 932, 138. 81 

11, 790, 884. 94 

5, 047, 597. 69 

2, «4, 008. 35 

1, 573, 145. 37 

3, 600, 000. 00 2, 114, 425. 32 
18,. 872, 000. 00 16, 697, 816. 67 

10, 000, 000. 00 8, 328, 002. 09 
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Country and purpose Date of loan Loan amount Loan dis- Country and purpose Date of loan Loan amount Loan dis-
agreement bursement agreement bursement 

Government of India: (China) China Development Corp.: 
Project assistance_---------------- June 28, 1957 

DO---------------------------- June 30, 1958 
DO---------------------------- Nov. 3, 1958 
DO---------- ------------------ Apr. 'Zl, 1959 

$234, 100, 000. 00 $215,022,977. 06 
20, 000, 000. 00 12, 486, 548. 41 
35, 100, 000. 00 32, 018, 100. 48 

129, 700, 000. 00 54, 348, 335. 83 

Development bank_______________ ___ Mar. 24, 1960 $10, 000, 000. 00 $3, HO, 835. 80 
(China) Taiwan Telecommunications 

Administration: Telecommunica-
tions _____ ___ ______________________ __ ___ __ do________ 2, 000, 000. 00 1, 962, 451. 99 

(China) Taiwan Power Co.: Nanpu Sbaravathi hydroelectric plant____ June 30, 1960 
(India) Ahmedabad Electricity Co.: 

Thermal power_- ------------------- _____ do_------
Government of India.: 

Barauni thermal power ________________ _ do ______ _ 
Chandrapura thermal power ___________ do __ -----
Duragapur power ______________________ do __ -----
Kanpur thermal power____________ Dec. 5, 1960 
Barapani hydroelectric _________________ do __ -----
3d railway loan __ ----------------- _____ do_ - -----
Capital equipment ________________ _____ do_------
Steel imports----- ---- --- ---------- ____ _ do __ -----

(India) Industrial Finance Corp.: 
Development bank------------ -- --- Dec. 7, 1960 

(India) Hindustan Chemicals & Fer-
tilizers: Trombay fertilizer plant____ Dec. 29, 1960 

(Jordan) Transjordan Electric Power: 
Electric power project_________ ___ ___ June 5, 1959 

Jordan Phosphate Mines: Phosphate 
mine expansion_____________________ Oct. 26, 1959 

(Lebanon) Banque de Credit Agricole, 
Industrial et Fancier: Development 
bank----------- ----- - -- - - - - - - -- ----- May 4, 1960 

(Lebanon) Societe pour L 'Industrie 
des Metaux, S.A.: Aluminum plant_ Nov. 8, 1960 

Government of Nepal: Commodity assistance _____ _____ ____ ____ ____ _____ July 29, 1960 
Government of Pakistan: 

Project assistance ___ ______________ Mar. 6, 1958 
Water sewage disposal_ ___________ June 30, 1958 
Railway rehabilitation____________ Feb. 18, 1959 

(Pakistan) West Pakistan Water & 
Power Development Authority: 
Land reclamation ________________________ do _______ _ 

Government of Pakistan: Karnafuli multipurpose dam ___________________ _____ do _____ __ _ 
(Pakistan) West Pakistan Water & 

Power Development Authority: Power transmission lines _________________ do _______ _ 
Government of Pakistan: 

Secondary transmission grid_______ June 29, 1959 
Port facilities______________________ July 10, 1959 

(Pa~= w~!ill'B's_(2d.Y:-Deveiop-- Sept. 12, 1959 
ment bank. - -------------- - --- ------ Jan. 15, 1960 

Government of Pakistan: 
Railway rehabilitation____ ________ Jan. 16, 1960 
Indus water system_____ ____ ______ Sept. 19, 1960 

(Syria) Industrial Development Bank: 
Development bank_________ ____ _____ Aug. 15, 1960 

(Syria) Posts, Telegraphs & Tele-
phones Administration: T elecom
munications_______ ___ ___ ______ ______ Oct. 3, 1960 

(Turkey) Industrial Development 
Bank: Development bank---------- Sept. 12, 1958 

(Turkey) Turkiye Komur Islemeliri 
Korumu: Coal mining facilities _____ Apr. 30,1959 

(Turkey) ETIBANK~ Electric power 
distribution.- ----------------------- Jan. 21, 1960 

Government of Turkey: Railway con
struction--------------------------- - Dec. 13, 1960 

(United Arab Repubiic-Egypt) Indus-
trial Development Bank: Develop-
ment bank ___ _ --------------------- Aug. 31, 1960 

(Uuited Arab Republic-Egypt) Ad 
fins Por L'Exportation de la Fabric
ation des Produits: Canning and 
freezing plant _____ _____________ ------ Oct. 7, 1960 

(United Arab Republic-Egypt) Al 
Nasr Co: Bagasse pulpmilL-------- Nov. 23, 1960 

Government of Burma: 
Project assistance._--------------- Mar. 21, 1957 
Do-------------------------------- _____ do _______ _ 
Do-------------------------------- May 29, 1958 
Do________________________________ Aug. 12, 1960 

Republic of China: 
Multipurpose dam________________ Nov. 10, 1958 
1st railway loan___________________ Nov. 12, 1958 

8, 400, 000. 00 3, 521, 624. 91 

3, 900, 000. 00 

3, 800, 000. 00 
30, 000, 000. 00 
20, 000, 000. 00 
1, 600. 000. 00 
2, 500, 000. 00 

50, 000, 000. 00 
25, 000, 000. 00 
25, 000, 000. 00 

10, 000, 000. 00 

3, 754, 874. 07 

2, 805, 024. 12 
14, 237, 982. 41 
11, 372, 389. 25 
1, 122, 635. 01 

453, 725.36 
41, 954, 009. 81 
21, 388, 979. 77 
19, 911, 071. 13 

4, 648, 936. 79 

30, 000, 000. 00 21, 182, 272. 71 

1, 200, 000. ()() 804, 868. ()() 

1, 500, 000. 00 1, 269, 026. 36 

5, 000, 000. 00 3, 193, 645. 56 

400, 000. 00 369, 500. 05 

1, 000, 000. 00 166, 151. ()() 

23, 600, 000. 00 22, 393, 442. 47 
5, 500, 000. 00 3, 096, 423. 29 
9, 100, 000. 00 8, 723, 313. 20 

15, 200, 000. 00 14, 691, 603. 27 

20, 250, 000. 00 17, 817, 096. 85 

14, 700, 000. 00 10, 301.143. 76 

23, 000, 000. 00 14, 684, 520. 60 
2, 000, 000. 00 23, 188. 56 
1, 750, 000. 00 1, 430, 561. 12 

10, 000, 000. 00 9, 131, 011. 49 

22, 000, 000. 00 2i, 005, 688. 58 
70, 000, 000. 00 55, 000, 129. 00 

500, 000. 00 198, 500. 00 

2, 500, 000. 00 119, 916. 87 

10, 000, 000. 00 8, 065, 243. 67 

14, 500, 000. 00 6, 035, 856. 10 

7, 000, 000. 00 2, 591, 718. 40 

6, 000, 000. 00 792, 482. 24 

6, 000, 000. 00 14, 123. 00 

200, 000. 00 139, 689. 98 

6, 700, 000. 00 6, 277, 836. 83 

17, 300, 000. 00 7, 985, 247. 65 
25, 000, 000. 00 11, 680, 633. 86 
10, 000, 000. 00 4, 933, 546. 74 

800, 000. 00 --------------

21, 500, 000. ()() 20, 439, 319. 71 
3, 032, 371. 52 3, 026, 024. 34 

thermal power___________ ____ ____ ___ Sept. 30, 1960 14, 910, 000. 00 13, 542, 827. 85 
Government of Indonesia: 

Commodity assistance._---------- June 15, 1959 450, 000. 00 
Railway rehabilitation______ __ ____ June 26, 1959 3, 000, 000. 00 
Harbor development ______ __ ___ ___ _____ do________ 6, 000, 000. 00 

Government of Korea: Telecommu
nications_ ________________________ ___ Apr. 8, 1959 

(Korea) Oriental Chemical Industry: 
Soda ash plant__________________ ____ Dec. 11, 1959 

(Korea) Korean Reconstruction Bank: 
Development bank_________________ _ Apr. 12, 1960 

Federation of Malaya: 

3, 500, 000. ()() 

5, 600, 000. 00 

5, 000, 000. 00 

446, 167. 74 
2, 581, 209. 35 

985, 195. 81 

3, 469, 163. 84 

298, 150.00 

507, 130.15 

Wharfage accommodations______ __ Mar. 18, 1959 10, 000, 000. 00 8, 500, 171. 44 
Roads and bridges ___ ____________ ______ do________ 10, 000, 000. 00 6, 773, 511. 80 

(Philippines) Central Bank of Philip-
pines: Small industry loan fund_____ May 6, 1959 

(Philippines) Mindanao Portland 
Cement Co. : Cement plant __ ------ Oct. 26, 1959 

(Philippines) Bataan Pulp & Paper Mill: 

5, 000, 000. ()() 

3, 700, 000. 00 

Pulp and paper mill ___ ------------- July 10, 1959 100, 000. 00 

1, 287, 113. 52 

3, 579, 582. 32 

59,589. 75 

G:~~~~!s r~1atfill!Rfo~~~~-~~~- June 29, 1959 18, 750, 000. 00 
Government of Thailand: 

6
• 
350

• 
652

· 
05 

Project assistance_ ______________ __ June 28, 1957 10, 000, 000. 00 9, 672, 867.14 
Telecommunications projects_____ June 27, 1958 7, 000, 000. 00 3, 999, 947. 20 

(Thailand) Metropolitan Electricity 
Authority: Electric power expan-
sion____ __ ___________________________ Mar. 6, 1959 20, 000, 000. 00 12, 974, 942. 32 

Government of Vietnam: Telecom-
munications project_________________ June 28, 1958 

(Vietnam) Vietnam Railway System: 
Railways_______ __ __ ____ ____ _____ ___ Aug. 10, 1960 

(Vietnam) Saigon-Cholon Water Dis-
tribution System: Water distribu-

3, 300, 000. 00 1, 138, 982. 40 

9, 700, 000. 00 1, 694, 047. 52 

tion system__ _____ ____ __ _____ _______ Nov. 2, 1960 17, 500, 000. 00 1, 264, 304. 25 
Government of Bolivia: Runway con

struction___ ____ ___ _____ _____________ Oct. 22, 1959 
Government of Brazil: Project assist-

1, 500, 000. 00 1, 058, 028. 47 

ance_ _ ___ _____ ____ __________ ________ Dec. 31, 1956 117, 895, 000. 00 84, 472, 292. 50 
Government of Chile: Project assist-

ance_ - _ - ---------------------------- Apr. 29, 1957 850, 000. 00 695, 724. 58 
Do____________________________ Dec. 'Zl, 1957 'Zl, 680, 000. 00 25, 460, 812. 53 

Airport design____________________ May 20, 1959 300, 000. 00 103, 237. 00 
Airport construction (Pudabuel) __ July 19, 1960 10, 500, 000. 00 --------------

Government of Colombia: 
Project assistance_---------------- Feb. 4, 1958 12, 240, 000. 00 11, 141, 819. 88 

Do_______ _____________________ May 29, 1959 3, 140, 000. 00 2, 878, 864. 46 
Government of Costa Rica: Project 

assistance _---------- ---------------- Apr. 29, 1957 
Government of Ecuador: 

Project assistance __ _______________ Apr. 30, 1957 
Do____________________________ Nov 12, 1958 

Highway construction....___________ Mar. 23, 1959 
Do____________________________ Nov. 6, 1959 

(Guatemala) Banco de Guatemala: 
Rubber production__________________ Aug. 17, 1959 

Government of Haiti: Irrigation ______ May 28, 1959 
Government of Honduras: Highway 

development________ ________________ May 16, 1958 
(Honduras) Empress Nacional de 

Energia Electrics: Canaveral hydro
electric---------- -------------------- Sept. 9, 1960 

(Nicaragua) Empress Nacional de 
Luzt Fuerza: Rio tuma hydroelec-
tric__________________________________ June 30, 1960 

Republic of Panama: Feeder roads ____ Nov. 10, 1960 
(Panama) lnstituto De Acuedictos y 

Alcantarillados Nacionales: Water 
supply and sewerage system _________ Feb. 6, 1953 

Government of Peru: Highway con
struction____________________________ Dec. 19, 1960 

(Uruguay) Administracion General 
De Las Unimas Electricas y Los 
Telephonos De Estado: Telephone 
system______________________________ Sept. 3, 1959 

2, 000, 000. 00 

2, 000, 000. 00 
880,000.00 

4, 700, 000. 00 
4, 004, 012. 71 

5, 000, 000. ()() 
4, 300, 000. 00 

5, 000, 000. 00 

2, 800, 000. 00 

2, 500, 000. 00 
5, 300, 000. 00 

6, 000, 000. 00 

4, 500, 000. ()() 

8, 800, 000. 00 

1, 496, 320. 63 

883,582.89 
654,129.16 

3, 058, 162. 98 
3, 908, 616. 51 

750,000. 00 
4, 251, 477. 31 

4, 560, 002. 51 

1, 786, 914. 42 

1, 077, 001. 82 
2, 874, 560. 75 

829,885.46 

6, 844, 876. 57 

Source: "Agency for International Development-Status of Loan Agreements," as of June 30, 1963, Office of the Controller, AID. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

·The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
share the concern which many Members 

of this body have expressed over the last 
few days as to the provisions of H.R. 7885. 
There is much in this bill with which I 
find myself in direct opposition both as 
to the basic idea underlying the program 
and the performance with which the 
program has been implemented. It has 
long been my view that our foreign aid 
program is both improperly conceived 
and inefficiently implemented. 

Even the most rabid supporters of the 
foreign aid program have been reluc-
tantly forced to the view that a major 

overhaul is in order. One of the strong
est supporters of the foreign aid program 
stated on the Senate ftoor recently: 

The question calls for a national commis
sion on the highest possible level to reexam
ine the foreign aid program of the United 
States and recommend how it may be re
oriented and remain effective. I would Vf!fl:y 
much favor such action, but that ls a far 
cry from dismantling the program at this 
stage. 

I am of the opinion that the report 
issued in March of this year by the Pres-
ident's specially appointed committee, 
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commonly referred t.o as the Clay Com
mittee, offers to Congress a unique op
portunity at this time t.o be instrumental 
in ·reassessing the foreign aid program. 
The Clay Committee was appointed on 
the highest official level, and its conclu
sions and recommendations should be 
carefully considered-by the Members of 
Congress. And yet-, few, if any, of its 
recommendations have been included in 
the bill which is now pending before this 
body. 

Mr. President, I request the attention 
of my colleagues to one specific portion 
of H.R. 7885, concerning which too little 
has been said. The provision to which 
I inake reference is section 402 of the 
foreign aid bill This provision would 
authorize the President to give the bene
fit of U.S. trade agreement reductions 
in tari1f: duties to products imported 
from Communist countries when: First~ 
he determines such treatment would be 
"important to the national interest"; 
second, he determines such treatment 
would promote "independence" of the 
Communist countries "from domination 
or control by international commu
nism"; and. third, he reports these de
terminations and his reasons to the Con
gress. 

To understand the reason for the in
clusion of this provision in the foreign 
aid bill, it is necessary to briefiy dis
cuss the background of the tariff legisla
tion with which it is concerned. 

The basic tariff act setting forth the 
duties applicable to goods imported into 
the United States is the Tariff Act of 
1930. Under the Trade Agreements Act 
of 1934, and the 11 extensions of that 
act, the President was authorized to re
duce the rates of duty set forth in the 
Tariff Act of 1930. . Most rates of duty 
have been reduced one or more times 
and the majority of them have been re
duced several times. The total impact 
of these duty reductions has been t.o 
lower the ad valorem equivalent of U.S. 
duties from approximately 50 percent in 
1930 to about 12 percent in 1962. 

Under a provision of the trade agree
ments law, known as the most-favored
nation rule, tariff reductions granted by 
the United States to one country are 
uniformly applicable to goods imported 
from other countries. The most
favored-nation clause is customarily 
found in treaties of friendship, com
merce, and navigation and in reciprocal 
trade agreements. Under a most
f avored-nation clause, each of the con
tracting cQUntries promises to give to the 
other contracting countries tariff treat
ment as good as it accords to any third 
country, subject to ·specified exceptions 
in most instances. 

The Congress enacted the most fa
vored-nation rule into the Trade Agree
ments Act of 1934 by providing that the 
duties proclaimed by the President un
der the act should. apply uniformly to 
articles brought into the United States 
from the country with which the par
ticular agreement is made and from 
other countries generally. One quali
fication of the policy of equal tariff treat
ment based on the principle of the most
favoroo-nation clause stems from a pro-

vision of the Trade Agreements Act of 
1934 authorizing the !>resident to sus
pend the application of trade agreement 
rates of duty· to products of countries 
which discriminate against the com
merce of the United States or which pur
s~e policies tending to defeat the pur
poses of the Trade Agreements Act. Un
der this particular provision, reduced 
trade agreement rates on duties were 
withheld in pre-World War ll years from 
imports of German products. 

Despite these particular exceptions, 
the State Department in years past has 
persuaded the President that it would 
serve a useful purpose for U.S. trade 
agreement concessions to be made avail
able to Yugoslavia and Poland. In re
cent years, articles imported from those 
countries have received the benefit of 
all U.S. tariff rate reductions. 

Congress, in enacting the Trade Ex
pansion Act of 1962, which substantially 
replaced the prior Trade Agreements 
Act, directed that the benefit of U.S. 
tariff reductions not be made available 
to any Communist country. Unfortu
nately, section 231 of the Trade Expan
sion Act of 1962, in directing the Pres
ident to withdraw the benefit of trade 
agreement tariff reductions from Yugo
slavia and Poland, used the words "as 
soon as practicable." These words have 
been seized upon and used to effectively 
thwart the stated intention of Congress 
in adopting section 231 of the Trade Ex
pansion Ac~ of 1962. Notwithstanding 
the fact that the 1962 act became. eff ec
tive on October 11, 1962, the State De
partment has taken absolutely no ac
tion to withdraw the benefit of all our 
trade agreement concessions from Yu
goslavia and Poland. 

In March of this year, some 5 months 
after the effective date of the Trade 
Expansion Act of 1962, I wrote letters to 
the Chairman of the Tariff Commission, 
the Secretary of Commerce, and the Sec
retary of State to find out what steps, if 
any, had been taken pursuant to section 
231 of·the Trade Expansion Act of 1962. 
Mr. Ben Dorfman, Chairman of the U.S. 
Tariff Commission replied as follows : 

DEAR SENATOR THURMOND: This ls in re
sponse to your letter of March 9, 1963, in 
which you ask what steps, 1! any, the Presi
dent has taken pursuant to section 231 of 
the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 with regard 
to Imports from any country or area under 
Communist domination or control. 

Section 257 ( e) ( 2) of the Trade Expansion 
Act provides that action taken by the Presi
dent under section 5 of the Trade Agree
ments Extension Act of 1951, and in effect on 
the date of enactment of the Trade Expan
sion Act, shall be considered as having been 
taken by the President under section 231. 
Therefore, products of all countries or areas 
designated by the President pursuant to sec
tion 5 as being under Communist domina
tion or control, continue to be excluded from 
the benefits of most-favored-nation rates of 
duty by operation of section 257. 

Products of Poland and Yugoslavia con
tinue to receive most-favored-nation taritf 
treatment. Although no formal steps have 
been taken by our Government to discon
tinue this treatment, it ls understood that 
the matter is under advisement by the ad
~inistration. Section 231 provides that such 
action shall be taken "as soon as practicable." 
'The Commission is not advised 88 to the fac• 

tors which make it "impracticable" to take 
such action at this time. 

Slnce~ely yours', 
BEN DORFMAN, 

Chairman. 

The Secretary of Commerce, the Hon
orable Luther H. Hodges, replied as fol
lows: 

DEAR SENATOR THURMOND: I refer to your 
letter of March 9, 1963, concerning section 
231 of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962, 
which deals with most-favored-nation 
treatment of imports from Communist-domi
nated countries or areas. 

This is a matter which directly involves 
our treaty relationships with other nations, 
and which therefore is of direct and imme
diate concern to the Department of State. 
That Department presently has under ad
visement the steps to be taken to carry out 
section 231, and I am forwarding a. copy 
of your letter to Secretary Rusk, with the 
request that he furnish you full information 
concerning the matter. 

With best wishes, 
Sincerely yours, 

LUTHER H. HODGES, 
Secretary of Commerce. 

And finally and most importantly, Mr. 
Frederick G. Dutton, Assistant Secretary 
of State, replied on behalf of the Secre
tary of State as follows: 

DEAR SENATOR THuruvxoND: Thank you for 
your letter of March 9 to the Secretary ask
ing what steps have been taken to imple
ment sectfon 231 of the Trade Expansion 
Act of 1962. This provision requires that 
the President take action "as soon as prac- · 
ticable" to deny the benefits o! most-fa
vored-nation tariff treatment to any coun
try or area. dominated by communism. 

The only Communist countries which 
presently have most-favored-nation status 
are Yugoslavia and Poland. Yugoslavia has 
such status by virtue of the 1881 Treaty of 
Commerce with the Kingdom of Serbia, a 
predecessor state of the present country of 
Yugoslavia. Poland was denied this status 
in 1952, along with other Soviet-bloc coun
tries, pursuant to the terms of section 5 of 
the Trade Agreements Extension Act of 1951. 
Poland was restored to most-favored-nation 
status effective December 16, 1960, following 
conclusion in July of that year of an agree
ment under which Poland is paying $40 mil
lion in compensation for the claims of 
American nationals against Poland. 

The leg~slative history established during 
consideration of the conference report of the 
Trade Expansion Act indicates that the 
phrase "as soon as practicable" was in
tended to afford the President discretion in 
determining when action should be taken 
under the law. The timing of such action 
is under active consideration. 

If I may be .of further assistance to you 
please do not hesitate to call upon me. 

Sincerely, 
FREDERICK G. DUTTON, 

Assistant Secretary. 

Mr. President, it is apparent from 
these answers that not only had nothing 
been done to implement section 231 of 
the Trade Expansion Act of 1962, but 
that no action on the part of the execu
tive branch was contemplated. Even 
though the 1962 act became effective on 
October 11, 1962, the State Department, 
in more than a year's time, has taken 
absolutely no action to withdraw the 
benefit of our trade agreement conce~
sions from Yugoslavia and Poland. This 
amounts to an utter disregard for the 
mandate of Congress and is in direct 
contrast to past occurrences. 

' 
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In 1951, the Trade Agreements Exten

sion Act of 1951 contained a .similar pro
vision directing the President "as soon 
as practicable" to suspend the benefit 
of trade agreement concessions from all 
Communist countries. The 1951 act be
came effective on June 16, 1951. By Au
gust 3. 1951, less than 2 months later, 
President Truman had issued a proc
lamation taking the necessary action. 
The provisions of the act of 1951 were 
aimed at some 13 countries. In the 
proclamation which President Truman 
issued, he instructed the Secretary of 
the Treasury to assess the full rates of 
duty provided in the Tariff Act of 1930 
on imports from named Communist 
countries. Some few months later, 
President Truman effected the with
drawal of trade agreement benefits from 
four additional Communist countries. 

The State Department fought tooth 
and nail the enactment of section 231 of 
the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 in the 
form in which it became law. After the 
State Department lost this legislative 
battle, it nevertheless determined that it 
would not carry out the directions of the 
Congress that most-favored-natlon ben
efit of our tariff concessions be with
drawn from Yugoslavia and Poland. 

The State Department recognized that 
it would be difficult, lf not impossible, to 
secure the approval of the Congress for 
such legislation if the matter were 
brought up through normal legislative 
channels. N'lrmal legislative channels 
would require that such a proposal :first 
be considered by the Ways and Means 
Committee of the House of Representa
tives and the Finance Committee of the 
Senate. In order to circumvent this 
normal procedure, the State Department 
strategy was to include a suitable provi
sion in the foreign aid bill. Of course the 
foreign aid bill does not come before the 
Ways and Means Committee of the 
House of Representatives or the Finance 
Committee of the Senate. Instead, it 
comes before the Foreign Relations Com
mittee which would more readily ac
quiesce in the wishes of the Department 
of State. For that reason, the determi
nation was made that the use of the 
foreign a1d authorization blll as a vehicle 
for overruling section 231 of the Trade 
Expansion Act would have a greater 
chance of success. 

H.R. 7885, as it passed the House of 
Representatives, did not contain this 
provision overruling the mandate of Con
gress in section 231 of the Trade Expan
sion Act of 1962. It wasl however, con
tained in the Senate version of this bill, 
S. 1276. The amount of testimony of
fered to the Foreign Relations Commit
tee in connection with this particular 
section is negligible in comparision with 
its imPortance. The Secretary of State, 
the witness who should be required to 
carry the burden of proof, devoted only 
one small Portion of his statement to this 
section of the bill. This can be found 
beginning on the bottom of page 14 and 
the top of page 15 of the printed hear
ings. 

In addition to this, a memorandum 
was prepared for the use of the commit
tee by the former Ambassador to Yugo-

.slavia, George F. Kennan. The meager 
amount of testimony which is available 
falls far short of that required for Con
gress to overrule 1ts previous enactment 
which is contained In section 231 of the 
Trade Expansion Act of 1962. 

Last year, a congressional study mis
sion in Europe made a very en.lightening 
report concerning the economie offensive 
which the Soviets are continually carry
ing on. The report of this study mis
sion has been printed as House Report 
No . .32. 

As a result of the group's on-the
ground study of the problem, it unani
mously concluded that economic and 
trade warfare 1s being used as an im
portant instrument of Soviet worldwide 
strategy. At this particular time, the 
principal commodity being used for this 
purPose is oil. In the past, aluminum 
and other commodities have been used. 
No one can predict with any degree of 
reliability which commodities or prod
ucts the Soviet bloc will select in the fu
ture when it desires to disrupt the free
world markets and weaken the industries 
of this or other <muntries in the Western 
World. 

The Soviet bloc already possesses con
siderable economic and technological po
tential from disrupting Western markets 
and creating this type havoc. Foreign 
trade by Communist countries is con
ducted by State trading enterprises. 
These are merely puppets which are 
manipulated by the Communist con
spiracy when the grand design for the 
destruction of the United States and the 
entire Western World makes it seem ap
propriate. In 1961, the Soviet bloc ex
ported $15.6 billion worth of commodi
ties. As it happened, only a small per
centage of these Communist exports were 
sent to the United States. The impor
tant Point to remember. however, is that 
the Communist countries do possess a 
surplus production and an ever-present 
exPort patential. When the moment ar
rives for them to deal a blow to this coun
try, they possess the means of selecting 
products of importance in the markets 
essential to the economic health of our 
strategic industries. 

It is well known that the state trading 
enterprises of Communist countries are 
able to :fix prices for exPort sales at 
will. This power to .set prices arbitarlly 
permits Communist countries to dispose 
of surplus production by dumping it on 
the world market in a manner which 
suits ·their .objectives. The availability 
of the reduced trade agreement rate ap
plicable to imports of such products helps 
the Comnnmists in their dumping opera
tions. 

The State Department's obstruction
ism in carrying out the will of Congress 
as expressed in section 231 of th~ Trade 
Expansion Act is part of its program of 

· wooing over Marshal Tito. The State 
Department's overture to Tito seems to 
be contrary to the views and recommen
dations of other branches of the execu
tive department. In October 1962, Un
der Secretary of the Treasury Henry H. 
Fowler, in addressing the National De
fense Executive Reserve on the subject 
of "OUr Industrial Economy and Na-

ttonalBecurity," pictu.red in very graphic 
terms the challenge of the Sino-Soviet 
bloc. By devoting its economic produc
tion to destructive purposes rather than 
to the benefit of it.sown people, the So
viet bloc is in a Position at times of its 
own choosing to wage economic wa.rf are 
on the strategic industries of the United 
States. Under secretary F-Owler realis
tically recommended the adoption by the 
United States of "a program covering 
ordinary normal trade with the bloc in 
a manner that will protect private trade 
from the abuses of bloc state trading 
techniques." One such measure is read
ily at hand simply by having the Presi
dent overrule the State Department and 
obey the directive of the Congress in the 
Trade Expansion Act by withdrawing 
from Poland and Yugoslavia the benefit 
of the reductions in U.S. duties contained 
in our trade agreements. 

It is important to note in this regard 
that none of these concessions was made 
in trade agreements with either Yugo
slavia or Poland. We will not be violat
ing any of the terms of the agreements 
with those Communist countries; rather, 
we wm be suspending their enjoyment 
of trade concessions for which they paid 
nothing, which they do not reciprocate, 
and which facilitate their economic pen
etration of U.S. markets. 

Mr. President, it seems that with the 
notable exception of the Department of 
State the whole world is completely 
aware of the destructive potential of the 
state trade techniques used by Commu
nist countries, including Yugoslavia and 
Poland. No less an authority than the 
Executive Secretary of the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade dis
cussed this objectionable feature of trade 
by Communist countries in an address 
delivered in Warsaw in June of 1961. 
He stated: 

To many contracting parties it appears 
that the Polish trading system is such that 
Poland cannot in practice offer to their ex
porters the degree of nondiscriminatory ac
cess, subject only to a defined degree of tar11f 
protection, as Poland would acquire as a con
tractual right under the general agreement. 

It is significant that the United States 
is one of the few countries in the world 
which gratuitously extends to Poland 
and Yugoslavia most-favored-nation 
treatment. Poland is not now a member 
of GATT, and will not be entitled to 
most-favored-nation enjoyment of the 
reduced tariff duties of the member 
countries of GA TT unless and until she 
becomes a member of that organization. 
When the President withdraws the bene
fit of our trade agreement concessions 
from Poland, as he is directed to do by 
section 231 of the Trade Expansion Act, 
the resulting situation will be no differ
ent than that which now confronts 
Poland in its trade with other countries 
of the West. To continue the quotation 
from the address delivered by the Execu
tive Secretary of GATT, Mr. Eric Wynd
ham White: 

Polish import policy is an integral part 
of its economic plan. The plan allocates to 
the import sector only that part of con
sumption which cannot be met by planned 
domestic production. There is therefore no 
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possib111ty of competing on equal terms with 
Polish domestic products, nor of penetrating 
Polish markets on the basis of competition 
in quality and price. 

The GATT Secretary pointed out: 
Both the volume and direction of trade 

(with Poland) is arbitrary and not subject 
to the play of market forces so much as to 
administrative and governmental decisions. 

This exists not only on the import side 
but also in Poland's export trade. The 
GA TT Secretary declared: 

Export prices, too, present a problem for 
which normal antidumping provisions are in
adequate, because the normal elements of 
price formation are lacking or difilcult to 
establish. A control of imports from Poland 
is therefore necessary to make good this 
deficiency. 

Mr. President, it is completely true, as 
the GATT Secretary, Mr. White, ex
plained in his address in Poland, that 
countries like the United States are 
powerless to def end themselves from 
destructive imports from these Commu
nist countries. Our procedures, geared 
to the prevention of disruption in the 
marketplace where prices are established 
by business organizations, simply do not 
accomplish the job in dealing with prod
ucts that are exported by state trading 
enterprises with the power deliberately 
to price them below any level of control 
that can be achieved in the country of 
destination. 

For this reason, it is madness for the 
United States to facilitate destructive 
imports from Communist countries in the 
future by dismantling the tariff rates of 
duty which would apply if trade agree
ment concessions were not available to 
them. 

Mr. President, it is true that Yugo
slavia put a new general customs tariff 
applicable to all imports into effect in 
March of 1961. Furthermore, it must 
also be pointed out that Yugoslavia is 
applying 'most-favored-nation rates of 
duty to imports from all sources. It is 
also true, however, that Yugoslavia has 
retained a system of imPort and export 
controls superimposed upon the taritr. 
Imports, with some few exceptions, are 
subject to a licensing requirement. For
eign exchange is alloeated and controlled 
in such a manner that these licenses 
are sparingly granted. On /the export 
side, the Yugoslavian Government sub
sidizes the exPortation of products rep
resenting a substantial part of Yugo
slavia's total exports. These export pre
miums may be as much as 32 percent of 
the value of the product being exported. 

In the final analysis, Yugoslavia re
mains essentially a state trading enter
prise in foreign trade. As stated by the 
rePort of the GATT working party on its 
second annual review of relations with 
Yugoslavia, on December 7, 1961, the 
Yugoslav system is of a special nature; 
there are no private traders and there 
is no place for the concept of private 
ownership of the means of production or 
of the objects of commerce in the Yugo
slav social system. And while the work
ing party concluded that the Yugoslav 
system was not properly a monopoly 
or state trading, the fact of the matter 
is that the means of production and the 
fruits of production are owned by the 

state and it is the agents of the state 
who make the decisions concerriing 
prices and export policies. The recent 
GA TT report on trade in agricultural 
products, in dealing with Yugoslavia, sets 
forth the views of members of Commit .. 
tee II, which conducted the study, that 
the state sets export prices for agricul
tural products, and that there are many 
interventions in the Yugoslavian system 
which limit the free play of market 
forces. 

Mr. President, the Soviet bloc countries 
have a planning body called the Council 
for Mutual Economic Assistance, known 
by the letters CMEA. That group 
worked out a set of principles for the 
International Socialist Division of La
bor. It includes the following state
ment: 

It is necessary continually to perfect the 
system of price formation on the world 
Socialist market in keeping with the re
quirements of the planned extension of the 
International Socialist Division of Labor, a 
steady expansion of trade, and the acceler
ated development of the world Socialist econ
omy, while creating conditions for the grad
ual changeover to an independent price 
basis. 

This statement, translated into ordi
nary language, means that for a long 
time to come the Communist countries 
will set prices deliberately at whatever 
level is required to further the Commu
nist objective of expanding their eco
nomic system throughout the world. 
When it is no longer necessary for the 
Communist system to use arbitrary 
prices as a weapon of attack against the 
West, they will then consider some sys
tem of normal pricing, but not before .. 

Mr. President, the Senate of the 
United etates is engaging in the futile 
exercise of wishful dreaming if it seri
ously thinks that granting a most-fa
vored-nation treatment to these two 
Communist countries will successfully 
lure them away from the Communist 
bloc. The assertions made on the Sen
ate fioor by myself and other Senators 
which led to the inclusion of section 231 
in the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 are 
just as valid today as they were then. 
The State Department officials and oth
ers. in the executive branch of the Gov
ernment have not changed their attitude 
nor have they cited any new or addi
tional information which tends to prove 
that their high-fiown theory that both 
Yugoslavia and Poland are independent 
of domination by the international Com
munist conspiracy .is accurate. 

Having persuaded the President to 
agree to the inclusion of a provision 
dealing with section 231 of the Trade Ex
pansion Act in the foreign aid authori
zation bill, the State Department has also 
asked for the power to broaden the au
thority that would be conferred on the 
President beyond merely Yugoslavia and · 
Poland. The language of section 402 of 
H.R. 7885 would not only allow the Pres
ident to extend most-favored-nation 
treatment for imports from the Commu
nist countries of Yugoslavia and Poland, 
but it would also empower him to grant 
that privilege to any Communist coun
try when he decided that such action 
would promote the independence of that 

Communist country from control by in
ternatiqnal communism. Of course, this 
power which is being given to the Presi
dent would in actuality be delegated to 
the Department of State. In reality, they 
are asking for this power on their own 
behalf. 

At the present time, the official State 
Department policy is to recognize the ex
istence of an ideological struggle within 
the Communist world between Red China 
and the Soviet Union. The State Depart
ment, acting on behalf of the President, 
might well make a determination under 
section 402 that granting most-favored
nation treatment to any of the Commu
nist satellite countries would promote 
their lining up with the Soviet Union 
against China, or vice versa. In their 
view, this would promote the independ
ence of the beneficiary nation from 
control by whichever of the two Commu
nist giants, China or Russia, that the 
State Department felt at the time would 
most likely emerge victorious in the ulti
mate decision. 

Mr. President, it is impossible for bene
fits to be extended to one Communist 
country which do not become readily 
available to the whole Communist con
spiracy. All that is required is that 
goods originating outside of Yugoslavia 
or Poland be sent to those countries for 
transshipment. If the markings on the 
containers are changed to indicate that 
Yugoslavia or Poland is the country of 
origin, it would be impossible for U.S. 
customs authorities to penetrate the Iron 
Curtain so as to establish the facts con
cerning the actual country of origin. 
Hence, no mistake should be made about 
the fact that granting most-favored-na
tion benefits to one Communist country 
extends it to all Communist countries for 
use at such times as Khrushchev's eco
nomic lieutenants decide that it would 
further the Soviet Union's or Communist 
China's common objective of burying the 
United States. 

Section 402 of the foreign aid bill, 
therefore, is not only an attempt to over
rule the public policy insisted upon by 
the Congress in the enactment of the 
Trade Expansion Act of 1962-namely, 
that the most-favored-nation benefit of 
our tariff concessions should be with
drawn from Yugoslavia and Poland-it 
also goes far beyond any previous line 
of demarcation on the subject of Com
munist eligibility for the most-favored
nation benefits which we grant the na
tions of the free world by permitting the 
President in his sole discretion, at times 
of his own choosing, to grant most
favored-nation privileges to any Com
~unist country. 

The report of the Senate Committee 
on Foreign Relations, approving the for
eign aid bill, refers to section 402 com
mencing at page 39. The report's treat
ment of section 402 is misleading. In 
its first sentence it indicates it is de
signed to permit the President to extend 
most-favored-nation treatment to Com
munist countries. The fact is that under 
the law these Communist countries al
ready have most-favored-nation treat
ment and will continue to have it so 
long as the President continues to ignore 
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the mandate in section 231 of the Trade 
Expansion Act. 

The report is weak in the emphasis it 
gives in the second paragraph to the 
fact that the President was dlreet.ed to 
withdraw most-favored-nation treat
ment .. as soon as practicable... He has 
failed to do so in more than a year. 
October 11 was the anniversary of the 
effective date of the Trade Expansion 
Act. 

The final sentence in the :first para
graph of the report ls somewhat mis
leading, to the extent that it suggests 
that the effect of section '231 is only to 
penalize Yugoslavia and Poland. This 
section was not so restricted, but applies 
to all Communist countries~ and when 
the force of this section is ruined by 
section 402, then the President has au
thority to decide it is in the interest of 
this country to extend the benefit of re
duced. duties to each and every Com
munist nation in the world, except pos
sibly Russia. 

The report makes out a very weak 
case for favoring Yugoslavia, particularly 
in the discussion of trade with Yugo
slavia. On page 40 the report notes that 
U.S. imparts from Yugoslavia amounted 
to $48.3 mUlion and that U.S. exports to 
Yugoslavia amounted to $154.1 million. 

This apparent balance of trade in our 
favor is ~ffectively destroyed when there 
is deducted from our exports to Yugo
slavia. the estimated $l31 mllllon of ex
Ports which have been :fuianced by the 
United States under various AID and 
other loan programs. To this extent, 
our exports to Yugoslavia have not been 
exports which offset imports in the true 
sense. The ultimate result is an adverse 
balance on commercial trade to the ex
tent of approximately $25.2 million. 

A similar calculation can be made 1n 
the case of Poland. The report shows 
that U.S. imports in 1962 from Poland 
were $45.6 million, and U.S. exports to 
Poland during 1962 were $94.5 million. 
But when there is deducted from the U.S. 
exports the estimated $64 million of ex
ports which were financed by U.S. tax
payers, it is obvious that on commercial 
trade there is an adverse balance of 
trade against the United States. In this 
case, it is approximately $15.1 million. 

Mr. President, there is no tangible 
reason why section 402 of the f orelgn a1d 
bill should be enacted into law. It would 
be detrimental to the national security 
of our country. Even from a purely 
commercial standpoint, tbe enactment 
ot this section would undoubtedly bene
fit the Commnist blocA Unfortunately, 
Mr. President, the Senate rejected the 
amendment which was offered to elim
inate section 402 from H.R. 7885. This 
action on the part of the Senate as a 
whole provides me wlth ample reason to 
ve>te against this measure even if the rest 
of the bill were acceptable. 

However, the rest of this measure con
tains the same objectionable features 
which have been brought before the 
Senate in past years. Basically, the is
sue is one ot economic stability versus 
bankruptcy. The United states, which 
is the last and strongest remaining bul
wark of freedom, cannot continue to 
spend -more money Ulan lt derives In 

revenue year after year. Not only are 
we doing the people of the United States 
and future generations a grave injustice 
by attempting to do so, but we are also 
endangering the survival of freedom. 

Mr. President, the October 21, 1963, 
Dan Smoot report contains some very 
revealing statistics concerning our for
eign aid program. Mr. Smoot says: 

The oftlclal public debt of the United States 
represents money already spent, in excess 
.of revenue. It does not include contingent 
llablllties (literally trillions of dollars which 
the Government has committed itself to 
spend in future yea.rs). On December Sl, 
1962, the oftlcial public debt of the United 
States w.as $303,470,080,489-which was $24 
billion more than the total indebtedness of 
all other nations on earth. 

Yet, President Kennedy demands another 
$4¥.z billion foreign aid bill. Why? Foreign 
aid has been the means of implementing the 
1944 Bretton Woods scheme to give away 
our wealth until America is reduced to the 
status o.f .a weak and dependent unit in an 
interdependent one-world Socialist system. 

From .July 1, 1946, to .:June SO, 1968, the 
United States gave away abroad $148,456,-
333,000. The following tabulation, showing 
where the money went, does not include great 
sums of money and goods, in private giving, 
wbich have flowed from America to foreign 
lands. It does not in~lude 1billlons in aid 
which American industries have provided by 
building plants and making other invest
ments abroad. A heavy percentage of the pri
vate American investments abroad has been 
artificlally stimulated by our Government 
through guarantees against loss, under
written by tax money, for the specific purpose 
of aiding the foreign nations. The following 
tabulation does not include billions of dol
lars' worth of agricultural goods which we 
have sold to foreign nations at subsiclized 
prices, With American citizens paying the 
·subsidies. The tabulation does not include 
all a.gricultur.al aurpluses which we have :sold 
to Communist nations like Poland and Yugo
slavia and to neutralist nations like India, 
tor local currencies. In such sales, we ac
cept payment in the currenty of the nation 
which receives our goods. We can use a small 
amount of such local currency to pay operat
lng expenses of missions and embassies, and 
Ix> 1o1fset dollar accumulations, in those coun
tries. .Most of the local currency, however, 
is worthless to us and is spent on aid projects 
in the countries involved. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous ·con
sent to have printed in the CoNG1t.ES
s10NAL RECORD at this point in my re
marks a tabulation of U.S. foreign aid to 
the different countries of the world from 
1946 to 1962 which is contained in this 
issue of the Dan Smoot report. 

There being no objection, the tabula
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. Aid to Western bloc nations (1946~2) 

Austria------------~------ $1,618,800,000 
Belgium-Luxembourg_,______ 2, 166, 700, 000 
China (Nationalist)--------- 4, 789, 600, 000 
lle11D18.r1t___________________ 887,400,000 
France--~---------------- 11,397,800,000 
Prench territories___________ 6, 000, 000 
CJennany _____ _:_ ___________ ~.576,900,000 

CJerma.ny (Berlin)---------- · 143, 900, 000 
Greece-----~-------------- S, 948, 200, 000 
Iceland-------~---~------- 78,800,000 Ireland.____________________ 146,200,000 

IsraeL------------·----- 1. 211. 400, 000 
l:talY---------------------- "I, 466, 800, 1000 
6apan..-~--------------- 6,146,800,000 
Netherlands------------ 2,-687, 400, 000 
Norway_· ____ .;_ _____ . .:..____ 1, 159, 700, 000 
PartugaL ______________ _..;__ 188, 800, 000 

U.S. Aid to Western bloc nations (1946-62)
Continued 

Portugue~e oversea prov-
inces_____________________ $25,~00,000 

Spain_ ______________ ,______ 2, 195, 600, 000 
SW'eden ______________ ,______ 110,000,000 

Turkef--------------·------ 3,711,400,000 
United. Kingdom ____________ 12, 528, 300, 000 
Unlted Kingdom territories__ 1, 110, 000 
Europe, generaL____________ 2, 611, 500, 000 

TotaL---------------- '13,106,110,000 

U.S. aid to Communist bloc nations 
{1946-62) 

Cuba----------------·------- $90, 500, ooo 
Clhana______________________ 28,700,000 
Poland______________________ 967,900,000 
u .s.s.R--------------·------- 500, ooo, ooo Yugoslavia __________________ 8,290,SOO,OOO 

Total----------------- 4,877,400,000 
U.S. aid to Latin American nations (1946-62) 
Argentina _________________ $1,027,300,000 
Bolivia_____________________ 286,400, 000 
BraziL-------------------- 3, 193, 400, 000 
British Guiana._____________ 2, 600, 000 
British Honduras___________ 2, 600, 000 
Chile----------------·------ 904, 700, 000 
Colombia------------·------ .576, 100, 000 
Costa Rica----------~------ 136,700,000 
Dominican Republlc________ 9, 400, 000 
Ecuador-------------·-------- 189, 000, 000 
El Salvador________________ 23,400,000 
Gua.teinala_________________ 207,900,000 
HaitL---------------·------ 127, 700, 000 
Honduras__________________ 54,SOO,OOO 
Jamaica____________________ 11,200,000 
Mexico _____________________ 1,246,500,000 
Nicaragua__________________ 98, 400, 000 
Panama-------------·------ 121,100,000 
Paraguay___________________ 68,600,000 
Peru_______________________ 630,600,000 
Surinam (Dutch Guiana)--- 3, 100, 000 
Uruguay____________________ 120, 4:00, 000 
Venezuela__________________ 833,600,000 
West Indies Federation_____ 12, 600, 000 
Latin America, generaL_____ 240, 500, 000 

TotaL---------·----- 9, 578, 400, 000 

U.S. aid to Afro-Asian bloc nations 
(1946-62) 

Afghanistan _______________ _ 

Burma---------------------Cambodia _________________ _ 

Cameroon---·--------------Ceylon ____________________ _ 

Chad---------------- ·-----
Congo (Brazzavllle)-------
Congo (Leopoldville) -------
Cyprus--------------------
DahomeY------------·------
Ethiopia _____ --------·------
French Indochina __________ _ 
Clabon--------------------
Cluinea--------------------
India----------------·------
Indonesia-----------------Iraq ______________________ _ 

Iran-----------------------
Ivory Coast-----------------Jordan ____________________ _ 

Kenya---------------·------Korea _____________________ _ 

Laos----------------------
Lebanon-------- - ---- - ----
Liberia---------------------
Libya-------- ------~-------f.!alagasy __________________ _ 
Malaya ____________________ _ 

Mali-------·--------------
Me.uretania----------·-----
MoroccO------------------
Nepa.1----------------------Niger ______________________ _ 

Nigeria---------------------Pakistan ___________ . _______ _ 
Phutpptnes ____________ ~----
Rhodes1a-1'yaaa1and _______ _ 

$275,600,000 
138,900,000 
298, ooo. 000 

2,400,000 
124,100,000 

100,000 
100,000 

24,100,000 
19,000,000 
4,200,000 

228,400,000 
lr535, 200. 000 

100,000 
5,700,000 

5, 208,300, 000 
976, 100,. 000 

69,900,000 
1,340,700,000 

2,100,000 
349,500,000 

9,500.000 
6,143,000,000 

372,700,000 
110,500,000 
199,200,000 
243,600,000 

500,000 
24,400,000 
3,100,000 
1,700,000 

395,500,000 
64,800,000 
2,000,000 

19,aoo,ooo 
1,982,100,000 
2,888,'700,000 

61, '100,000 
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U.S. aid to Afro-Asian bloc nations 

(1946-62)-Continued 
Baudi Arabia_______________ $65,800,000 
Senegal-------------------- 8,600,000 
Sierra Leone________________ 1, 800, 000 
Somalia____________________ 18,400,000 
Sudan _____________________ . 51,200,009 

Syria----------------·-----~ 100,000,000 
Tanganyika----------·------ 6, 300, 000 
Thailand------------------- 676, 800, 000 
Togo_______________________ 2,700,000 
Tunisia-------------------- 372,000,000 
Uganda-------------------- 1,200,000 
United Arab Republic______ 684, 300, 000 
Upper Volta________________ 2, 000, 000 
Vietnam-------------·------ 2, 214, 200, 000 
Yemen_____________________ 25,900,000 
Africa, general-------------- 22, 300, 000 
Asia, Far East_______________ 427, 800, 000 
Asia, south________________ 773,500,000 

TotaL _________ , _____ .,: 28, 358, 600, 000 

U.S. contributions to world 
(1946-62) 

CENTO (Central Treaty Or-
ganization) __ .:. _____ ------

Export-Import Bank _______ _ 
International Bank for Re

construction and Develop-ment ____ : _________ . _____ _ 

International Monetary 
Fund--------------·------

International Finance Cor-
poration .. ----------·-----

Interna tlonal Development Fund ___________________ _ 

Inter-American Development 
Bank--------------·------

Inter-American Social Prog-ress Fund _______________ _ 
United Nations; U.N. special

ized agencies, special pro-
grams and funds ________ _ 

UNRRA (United Nations 
Relief and Rehabilitation 
Administration)----------

organizations 

$25,000,000 
7,000,000,000 

635,000,000 

4,125,000,000 

35, 168._000 

320,300,000 

450,000,000 

394,000,000 

1,717,093,000 

3,400,000,000 

Total ________________ 18,101,561,000 

Resume 
Foreign aid appropriated 

but unspent as of June 
30, 1962 _________________ $8,000,000,000 

Foreign a.id appropriated 
for fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1963 (break-
downs not yet available)_ 6, 433, 962, 000 

Grand total, U.S. aid to all 
nations and world orga
nizations, July l, 1946, 
through June 30, 1963 ___ 148, 456, 333, 000 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. Smoot goes on 
to say: 

The $148.5 billion which our Government 
has taken from taxpayers and · given 
away abroad since 1946 is $46.7 billion more 
than the total assessed valuation of all prop
erty (including land) in the 50 largest cities 
of the United States. 

Foreign aid since 1946 has cost individual 
taxpayers an average of $1,537 each, and has 
cost corporation taxpayers an average of 
$25,828 each. Since all corporation taxes 
must necessarily be passed on to consumers 
in price of goods, the total burden of our 
Government's foreign giveaway actually falls 
on individual Americans. 

None can deriy the harsh fact that this 
giveaway has brought us to the edge of eco~ 
nomic ruin, saddling our citizens and their 
posterity with a debt exceeding the combined 
indebtedness of all other nations on earth, 
and putting us at the mercy of the very na
tions which have received our bounty. None 
can deny that American tax money has built 
foreign industries which now undersell our 
own-and that the American industries are 
still being taxed.to su'bsidize foreign compet-

itors. None can deny that American foreign 
aid and American foreign-investment guar
antees have caused American industries to 
expand abroad, thus curtailing industrial ex
pansion at home. None can deny that many 
American industries have already been griev
ously hurt by foreign competition which 
American tax money subsidizes abroad-and 
that thousands of American workers have 
thus lost jobs. 

And none can show that our foreign aid 
programs have done any good for the United 
States. Ostensibly, the primary purpose of 
our foreign aid is to fight communism. It 
has done the opposl te. 

Look at the list of nations receiving our 
aid and determine which, if any, are now 
stancher friends of America, or sterner foes 
of communism, than before our aid began. 
You will not find one on the list. 

We alienated the Netherlands by forcing 
them to surrender their East Indian posses
sions-which became the pro-Communist na
tion of Indonesia. In 1962, we deepened 
the injury by our part in forcing the Nether
lands to surrender New Guinea to Indonesia. 

Australia (which owes us no money) is 
disturbed and angry because of this New 
Guinea deal. Indonesia and the -Philippines 
now berate us for supporting the new nation, 
Malaysia. 

Our State Department is responsible for 
converting Cuba into an enemy nation. In 
forcing the downfall of Trujillo in the 
Dominican Republic, we eliminated the last 
strong friend we had in the Caribbean area. 
We helped establish the pro-Communist gov
ernment of Juan Bosch in the Dominican 
Republic. This month, we refused to rec
ognize the anti-Communist group which 
overthrew Bosch. 

The alienation of France now seems com
plete. West Germany is outraged about our 
wheat deal with the Soviets. Cambodia re
sents us because of arms we give to Thailand. 
Thailand resents us because of arms we give 
to Cambodia. Pakistan resents us because 
of aid we give to India. India resents us 
because of aid we give to Pakistan. 

We alienated Portugal by our United Na
tions stand regarding Portuguese Angola in 
Africa; and we alienated South Africa (which 
owes us no money) by criticizing her in
ternal policies. 

The dastardly United Nations rape of 
Katanga-which we financed and supported 
without stint-not only eliminated Katanga 
as a friend of America but apparently caused 
hatred of us throughout Africa. United Na
tions forces bombed hospitals, homes, in
dustrial plants, and schools. United Nations 
troops (which included unciv111zed Ghurkas 
from India and savage tribesmen from 
Ethiopia) committed atrocities against 
women, children, missionaries, doctors, and 
other civ~lians. Meanwhile, Congolese 
troops-drawing their pay at the expense of 
American taxpayers-roamed the country in 
lawless, drunken bands, raping; killing, and 
p11laging. 

In Peru, there ls hurt and bewilderment 
on the part of intelligent, middle-class Peru
vians at our failure to give full · recognition 
to the anti-Communist group which seized 
power there. 

Brazil (largest recipient of our aid in South 
America) IS in the hands of Communists or 
pro-Communists, and so are Bolivia, Uru
guay, and Venezuela. Argentina, second 
largest beneficiary of our aid in South Amer
ica, is so wildly unstable that a Communist 
coup ls possible at any time. Indeed, Ken
nedy's foreign aid program for Latin Amer
ica. (All1ance for Progress) ls preparing that 
whole region for communism. 

Iceland is pro-Communist, strongly anti
United States. Israel, a . socialist nation 
which has received vast sums of American 
money, is training armies .for the Commu
nist dictator of. Ghana. Italy contains the 

second biggest Communist Party outside the 
Communist bloc and is currently national
izing (which means communizing) major in
dustries. 

Of the 52 Afro-Asian bloc nations which 
receive our aid, at least 5 can correctly be 
called Communist nations, since they are 
controlled by Communists or by men like 
Sukarno of Indonesia who is, for all practical 
purposes, a Communist: Algeria, Congo 
(Leopoldv11le), Guinea, Indonesia, Laos. 

All Afro-Asian nations are, like Burma and 
India, Socialist nations with political ideol
ogies basically inimical to American con
stitutional ideals; and most of them have 
revealed a deep host111ty toward the United 
States. Yet, the European nations which 
were once colonial powers in Africa and Asia, 
resent us for the aid we gave to help destroy 
their empires. 

All over the world, nations take our eco
nomic aid, not to develop free enterprise 
economies compatible with American consti
tutional principles, but to finance Socialist 
systems patterned after the Soviet Union. 
All over the world, nations accept our mili
tary aid, not to help defend the free world 
against communism, but to support their 
own tyranny over their own people and to 
strengthen themselves against their neigh
bors, who are also accepting our military aid 
as members of our free world alliance. 

Our military aid to foreign nations puts 
all of our allies into an armaments race with 
one another. We finance both sides, and 
both sides resent us. 

How much freedom for the world, or 
friendship for ourselves, have we bought with 
$4.8 billion in aid to Communist nations 
since July 1946? The $500 million shown in 
the above tabulation for the Soviet Union 
is for World War II lend-lease delivere·d after 
July l, 1946. Prior to 1946, we gave the So
viets (in lend-lease during World War II) 
$11.1 billion in aid. 

In this connection, it ls instructive to 
look at the total picture ocf American foreign 
aid. The figures tabulated above are for the 
period since July l, 1946. Prior to that, we 
had already given away $58.9 billion in aid 
to foreign nations. 

The net amount of foreign aid which the 
United States has given to foreign nations 
since our involvement in the First World 
War is $207,434,234,867. Australia, Canada, 
New Zealand, and South Africa are-as far 
as I have been able to determine--the only 
na tlons on earth who do not CYWe money to 
the United States. Here are the 15 nations 
which have received the moot from us (the 
figures include unpaid World Wa.r I debts, 
net amounts of lend lease received during 
World War II, and net amounts of foreign 
aid received from July l, 1946, through June 
30, 1962): 

United Kingdom __________ _ 
France-------------------
U.S.S.R-------------- ----
ItalY----------------------Germany _________________ _ 
Japan ____________________ _ 

Korea---------------------
China (Nationalist)--·-----
India---------------------GTeece ___________________ _ 

TurkeY--------------·----
Brazil-----------·----·-----
Yugoslavia ___________ -----
Netherlands ______________ _ 
Philippines _______________ _ 

Amount 
$45,003,414,301 

19,998,967,994 
12,351,952,530 
9,673,447,659 
7,576,900,000 
6,146,800,000 
6,143,000,000 
6,125,232,000 
5,208,300,000 
4,004,320,815 
3,741,400,000 
3, 5,12, 894, 000 
3,366,329,843 
2,865,464,000 
2,683,700,000 

Total _______________ 137,462,123,142 

Mr. President, the ·August 1963 issue 
of the Reader's Digest contained a very 
revealing story entitled "Let's Stop Send
ing U.S. Dollars to Aid Our Enemies," by 
Charles Stevenson. I have previously 



1963 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENA TE 21963 
had this article printed in the CoNGRES
s10NAL RECORD. However, I believe that 
a brief resume of some of the points 
brought out would be worthwhile at this 
time. Mr. Stevenson quotes Congress
man OTTo E. PASSMAN, chairman of the 
House Foreign Aid Appropriations Sub
committee, as follows: 

The trouble is that too much of our foreign 
aid has deteriorated into a subsidy of Com
munist ·takeover. And the spenders are so 
power hungry, they so withhold the truth 
from the public, they are so beyond the nor
mal controls of Congress, that there seems 
no way to confine assistance to helping people 
help themselves unless we kill the entire 
operation and begin over. 

Mr. Stevenson goes on to say: 
Simply reducing appropriations won't cure 

what's wrong with an aid organization which 
ts in more trouble than ever after going 
through 10 different administrators, 5 major 
reorganizations and more than 100 billlon 
tax dollars. 

As an example, this article points out 
that the foreign aid authorities have not 
been able to spend as much money as 
they have been given in any year since 
1958. There is an accumulation of funds 
carried over from year to year to such an 
extent that the failure of Congress to 
pass an authorization bill would probably 
not effectively restrain the level of for
eign aid spending. 

our foreign aid money in all parts of 
the world is being used to finance Gov
ernment-owned and controlled, socialis
tic enterprises which in many cases com
pete with private businesses. 

Articles of this nature are causing the 
American public to realize the fallacy 
underlying our foreign aid program. I 
believe that this large-scale public under
standing is beneficial and will result in 
more serious misgivings about this pro
gram on the part of the Members of Con
gress. I cannot support the pending 
foreign aid authorization bill and will 
express my opposition to any such future 
proposals until such time as the needed 
reforms are undertaken. 
A SYSTEMATIC REVIEW OF FOREIGN AID NEEDED 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, yesterday 
President Kennedy called the opposition 
to his foreign aid program the worst at
tack since the Marshall plan. Certain
ly the debate these last couple of weeks 
has put on the line some very urgent 
matters. We need better guidelines in 
the program. We apparently need a new 
framework for allocating and expending 
the taxpayers' money. We need a clear
er set of priorities. We need more con
centrated effort in particular areas. We 
need more integrated thinking on the 
role of foreign aid in the overall pattern 
of American foreign policy, and our long
term strategic interests. We need more 
effort to relate foreign aid to other tools 
of our foreign policy, and to the political 
objectives of the free world. We need a 
greater interallied effort. 

In short, Mr. President, we need a 
major and total review of our foreign 
aid program in the light of present world 
conditions, and our best estim.ate of cur
rent and future international trends. 
This is the nub of today's situation. 
This is the meaning of the reckless at-

tacks on a major tool of our foreign 
policy, and one that has served this coun
try well. This is the meaning of the re
strictive amendments proposed to the 
pending measure, and the mass confu
sion they have created. 

Perhaps a major review of our foreign 
aid program is underway in the execu
tive branch-I do not know. In any 
case, such a review is needed-before the 
next session of Congress. It will help 
clear the air, and renew public confidence 
in a major program. I urge the Presi
dent to give this matter his urgent atten
tion. He would be well advised, I believe, 
to recall the Clay Committee to serve as 
a focal point of such a review, with a 
mandate to seek further findings and 
recommendations early in 1964. 

It is true that in the last couple of 
years, the administration ·has t~ken a 
number of initiatives to put our aid pro
gram on a firmer footing. Some splen
did efforts have been made. The Alli
ance for Progress is a foremost example. 

But some of these efforts, and their 
positive results, have gone largely .un
noticed-or so it seems. A case in point 
is the very sensitive and highly impor
tant plan to make economic reform a 
condition of U.S. aid-a plan, Mr. Pres
ident, that is beginning to bite. 

Some efforts have been taken out of 
context and misinterpreted. The Clay 
report, for example, has been falsely 
used by the opponents of foreign aid in 
their efforts to reduce drastically the 
current program-much to the chagrin 
of General Clay. I need only call Sen
ators' attention to a recent article by 
the general, which I will ask unani
mous consent to have inserted in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

Other efforts of the administration, 
Mr. President, have been lost in the flurry 
of debate riveted on the failures and 
shortcomings of our aid policy. Still 
others have been smothered by the "pet
ty irritations" President Kennedy men
tioned in a speech a few days ago. 

Perhaps this situation was inevitable, 
inasmuch as these efforts often reflected 
a brush-fire approach to our aid prob
lems. They were often quick improvisa
tions and piecemeal measures. They 
were often defensive in tone. But what
ever the reason, a total reexamination is 
now due. 

Mr. President, the distinguished chair
man of the Foreign Relations Committee, 
the junior Senator from Arkansas, point
ed the way to a reexamination of the 
foreign aid program on October 28. I 
commend the Senator for his thoughtful 
remarks. He speaks from experience 
and with authority. I wish to associate 
myself with the general tenor of his 
comments. As I recall the Senator's re
marks, he offered four suggestions: 

First, that we seriously consider sep
arating the military component of the 
foreign aid program from the economic 
and other elements; 

Second, that we consider reducing our 
bilateral development loan program, and 
look increasingly to international finan
cial . institutions for the provision of 
capital loans; 

Third, that we consider giving.priority 
attention to the development of the hu-

man resources which are necessary pre
cursors to meaningful economic develop
ment-education and the like; and 

Fourth, that we consider providing the 
President wtih a much larger contin
gency fund to act with maximum effect 
in critical situations. 

The Senator's suggestions deserve our 
attention in the months ahead, Mr. 
President, and the attention of all Amer
icans. He offers some worthy sugges
tions. I stake no claim on being an ex
pert in foreign affairs, but there are at 
least two additional areas I would add 
to his list of suggestions. 

First, a very real and concerted ef
fort must be made to coordinate free 
world aid programs and to increase the 
aid contributions of our allies. We need 
more concrete results in this area. 

Second. Regional approaches to for
eign ai..1 must receive greater . attention. 
In southeast Asia, for example, this could 
possibly be done through. a revived 
Southeast Asia Treaty Organization. 
Serious consideration should be given by 
the Allied Powers to a broadening and 
redefining of SEATO's terms of ref er
ence. SEATO is now an exclusively an
ti-Communist alliance. It would seem 
to me, however, that SEATO would be 
serving free world interests even more, 
if it were capable of insuring the politi
cal stability and economic progress of -
the entire area, including the new 
Malaysia and against subversion from 
any quarter. 

Broadening SEATO's terms of ref er
ence, and injecting into it a little of the 
Alliance for Progress concept-or an 
inter-Allied basis-is a tall order. But 
it is an avenue of approach which needs, 
I believe, some thoughtful considera
tion-for southeast Asia and other areas 
as well. 

Mr. President, I trust the administra
tion will undertake a systematic review 
of our entire foreign aid program in line 
with the long-term strategic interests of 
this country. It should present recom
mendations to Congress early in the next 
session. The American people would 
welcome this review. 

Congress must still complete action on 
the pending program. I was hopeful 
the end result would not digress radi
cally, at least from that proposed by the 
Foreign Relations Committee. But this 
does not seem to be the will of Congress. 

Certainly, we need some new direc._ 
tions in the foreign aid program. We 
need a reexamination. That is why I 
propose, most urgently, a systematic 
review. Meanwhile, in further consider
ing the pending program, we would do 
well to weigh our criticisms against the 
positive value being accomplished for 
our security because of the aid program 
and in spite of its shortcomings. The 
scales are heavily weighted on the value 
side. 

And is it not a paradox, Mr. President, 
that at a time when the Communist 
bloc is experiencing difficulties in its 
domestic and foreign programs, includ
ing that of foreign aid, the bulk of this 
country's attention is riveted upon the 
failures and shortcomings of our pro
gram, rather than on the opportunities 
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opening up for America, and on the pos
sibilities of making foreign aid of even 
greater value to our security in the years 
ahead? 

Hopefully, the problems in our foreign 
aid program, and those in our relation
ship to the undeveloped cowitries, will 
not repel us back toward isolationism. 
I do not believe we have lost our crea
tive instincts. Let us put on our think
ing caps. Let us solve our problems. 
Let us seize the opportunities before us, 
and get on with the task at hand. The 
security of our country, and that of free
dom everywhere, requires no less. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to include at this point in the REC
ORD the statement of General Clay which 
appeared in the Grand Rapids Press on 
October 13, 1963. I also ask unanimous 
consent to include an editorial from the 
Detroit News-October 28, 1963-on 
making greater use of the international 
financial institutions for economic de
velopment. 

There being no objection, the st'ate
ment and editorial were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Grand Rapids Press. Oct. 13, 
1963] 

.CLAY OPPOSES Am CUTs-SEES DANGER FOR 

FREE WORLD. IN HOUSK ACTION 

(EDITOit's NOTE.-The Committee To 
. Strengthen the Security of the Free World 

earlier this year made certain recommenda
tions on U.S. foreign aid, based on an in
·tensive study of the question. But the 
House ignored the committee's suggestions 
-and made drastic cuts in the proposed budg
et. Gen. Lucius D. Clay, chairman of the 
committee, here explains some of the dan
gers he sees in the House action.) 

(By Lucius D. Clay) 
Our Committee To Strengthen the Secu

rity of the Free World, in its comprehen
sive examination of the aid program earlier 
this year, found in the words of our report 
what every American President has found 
since. the program was first started': that a 
sound foreign aid program "is essential to 
the security of our Nation and necessary 
to the exercise of its worldwide responsi
bilities." 

In the belief that it would contribute to 
the continuance of the program on a sound 
basis, our report did recommend certain re
ductions which we thought would improve 
its effectiv:eness while reducing its cost. 
However, the report stressed! the importance 
of these cuts being made over a period of 
several years to avoid drastic consequences 
and cancellation of commitments entered 
into in good faith. 

By and large, the recommendations which 
we had made were closely paralleled by many 
in the report of the House Foreign . .Affairs 
Committee t0> the full House ot Representa
tives. Indeed, this. committee made some
what greater cuts than were embodied in 
our suggestions. Nevertheless, its considered 
recommendation for an authorization oI $4.1 
billion, which wa::r in Itself $400' miIIion be
low the President's request, was stashed by 
$585 mlllion to $3.5 billion on the House 
floor. 

I believe that the larger cut is a threat to 
vital U.S. interests abroad, and I 8IJiJl. dis
turbed in partieulax by, the reductions in the 
Alliance for Progress and !or the military 
assistance program. 

In proposing the AHfance :for Progress, t-he 
United States undertook solemn commit
ments in the Charter of Punta deI Este to 
provide external support to the self-help ef
forts of the Latin American countries. While 
it is likely that some of the Latin American 

countries will not be able to realize the goals 
essential to m.a.Ximum support by the United. 
States, many of them. a.re making real prog
ress. While only those funds justitled by 
this progress will actually be made aV&iilable, 
it would seem to me that the United States 
must be in a position to sustain its com
mitments to the full ex.tent that would re
sult if Latin American performance were 
satisfactory. 

A failure to authorize the appropriation 
of funds which would meet this commitment 
would be taken by many as evidence of our 
lack of sincerity. Moreover, if the reduc
tion stands, !ewer funds would be available. 
this year than were appropriated last year 
when the Alliance was moving less· rapidly 
than it is today. Certainly, political sta
bility on this continent is highly desirable .. 
and such stability can develop only to an at
mosphere of economic impro'Vement. If the 
Alliance for Progress does not provide this 
atxnosphere, I know of no other way t-o pro
ceed, and it seems to me that it justifies 
our full support as long as it holds promise. 

l. also believe that the House has made 
much too sharp a. reduction in the military 
assistance program to be accomplished in 
1 year without encouraging damaging re
sults to the security of the free world. 
Certainly, our ·policy of supporting the de
f ense establishments· of free nations adja
cent to Comm:unist countries has prevented 
the political penetration which was so suc
.cessful in taking over the countries of East
ern Europe. It is also clear that the defense 
establishments in many of these countries 
are beyond their economic capacities. Ad
mittedly, cutbacks in this program are pos
sible-over several years. Immediate forced 
reductions could require rapid detetlora
tion in military forces with consequent po
litical disturbances in several of the coun
tries now receiving military aid from the 
United States. In point of fact, we migh.t 
well reduce the resources- of our own de
fense budget rather than to discontinue or 
to sharply reduce the support which makes 
possible the contribution of the foreign mili
tary forces to the securlty of the free world. 

Th us, and particularly in these speeific 
programs, I believe the cuts. enacted by the 
House to be excessiv:e. If allowed to stand, 
the damage they would cause would have 
its effect on future years, even if not im-

; mediately apparent. The Senate hair, of 
course, not yet acted' 011 the authorization 
bill, nor ha8' the Senate. Committee on For
eign Relations as yet reported to the Senate. 

However, there is not much time. left to 
consider carefully the extent of this year's 
program and to be sure that it represents a 
sound and balanced. contribution to our na
tional security and to the execution of our 
foreign policy. False charges, valid criti
cism, and general indifference may have ob
scured, and even overshadowed, an 
appreciation of the. value of our foreign aid 
program. lt can be ca:refully and gradually 
reduced, barring extraordinary develop
ments. Nevertheless, real progress is being 
made both in improving the administration 
of the program and in directing funds to 
countries and projects which offer optimum 
return. This. iS' the proper way to improve 
our foreign aid program rather than to take 
the risks. involved in ooo great a ~ut in 1 
year-a cut which mlght well negate really 
successful efforts. in many parts at the wo.rld. 

[From the Detroit News, Oct. 28, l9"63'f 
SHIFT IN Am URGED 

E11en their bes.t friend in Congress is now 
telling foreign aid administrators what is 
wrong wft-h their programs. 

Foreign a.id's best friend has been th-e 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, wb!C'h 
now has recommended that loans for eco
nomic development. be made by inter
national agencies. such as, the World Bank 
rather than by the U.S. Government alone. 

In making this recommendation,. the com
mittee endorsed the views o~ Eugene Black,. 
former World Bank. President. He believes. 
World Bank officials could exercise more in
ftuence over the use of a loan because they 
Would not be suspected of ulteri'6r motives. 
World Bank officials also could be more in
sistent on sound terms and could make their 
lending conditional upon gl'eater efforts by 
the recipient country i tse.lf. 

The committee itself felt that the shift 
from bilateral to multilateral lending would 
tend to put a greater burden of foreign aid 
financing on Western European countries. 
They have been spending more for foreign 
aid, but their $2-billion-a-year total stm is 
well below their capacity, in the committee's-
view. · 

Despite its criticism of present foreig~ 
aid loan practices, the committee recom
mended a $4.2 billion foreign aid authoriza
tion for the current year. That compares 
with the $3.5 billion authorization voted by 
the House and the $4 .. 5 b1llion askeci by the 
President. The authorization, when finally 
passed by both Houses, will serve only as a 
ce111ng, and the appropriation bill still will 
have to be passed. 

Since the Government already is almost 4 
months into the c;urrent,fiscal year, the c;:om
mittee's recommendation for the il'lteima
tionalization of foreign aid loans may have 
come too late for action. at the current ses
sion of Congress. But tt is a good recom
mendation that ought to be fmplemented 
as soon as Congress can get to it. 

OIL CONTRACT NULLIFICATION: 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, on 
Y:l ednesday, my distinguished colleagu-e 
from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLC>OPER] spoke to 
us at length on the attitude of the Argen
tina Government toward foreign oil com
panies, and outlined to us the manner in 
which his amendment to the Foreign As
sistance Act is being strengthened in this 
year's bill. 

I spoke at that time to indicate my 
support of the additional language to 
make sure that assistance is suspended 
in cases of what has. been called creep
ing expropriation. My colleagues from 
the Fo:reign Relations Committee made 
it clear that the law we are considering 
will cover the Argentine oil contrac.t nul
lification case, if nuliification is carried 
out, to suspend foreign aid and other 
funds. 

The Senator from Iowa, who has made 
·a great contribution in bis study of this 
subject, assured the Senate, in answer 
to my questions, that the amendment ap
plies for the AHiance for Progress as it 
does to other AID programs. 

Interest in our action here is evident 
among citizens all over the country. The 
Tulsa World, in Tulsa, Okla., carried an 
excellent editorial in its November I2 edi
tion on this subjeet of Argentine atti
tudes toward foreign oil companies, and 
urged us to revise last year~s amendment. 
I am glad to be able to inform them that 
tli:l.e bill this year is e.ven stronger than. we 
passed p:revim1sly_ I ask mmnim-0us con
sent that the editorial he p:rin.ted in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editm:ial 
was ordered to be prilnted in the RECORD, 
as f.1Dllows:-

F'ALSE F'IUDE: INL ARGENTINA 

Most Americans north of the border find 
it hard to understand the attitude or the 
Government of AJ:ge-ntina headed bJf Presi
dent Arturo Illia. 
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The Illla. regime seems determined to can

cel its contracts with all foreign_ oil com
panies in Argentina.. The action would di
rectly affect a number of U.S. firms with an 
investment estimated at $397 million. 

The Government promises · to protect le
gitimate rights, but Argentina will determine 
what those rights are. The oil companies 
can hardly be reassured by this kind of 
pledge. 

Illia. states no specific objections to the 
contracts. But he ran for omce on a promise 
to annul them, and he is apparently going to 
keep his word, regardless of the international 
consequences. 

The stakes in Argentina go far beyond the 
interests of the oil companies. The U.S. basic 
concept in the 20-nation Alliance for Prog
ress is clearly involved. 

One of the main goals of the Alliance is 
to encourage private investment in the Latin 
American countries, where the :fl.ow of Ameri
can aid is intended to stimulate the local 
economy. All the Latin countries need for
eign capita.I, and that certainly includes Ar
gentina, a nation that has complained in the 
past it was not getting American ai!i fast 
enough. 

What kind of effect can the Dlia govern
ment expect its oil contract annulment to 
have on present and potential investors in 
Argentina? The answer is obvious; the ac
tion is bound to throw a chill over any plans 
to bring private money into the country. 

The United States does not approve of the 
Argentine Government's attitude, but Under 
Secretary of State Averell Harriman doesn't 
seem able to change Illia's mind. SO what 
do we do about it? 

We suggest that one place to start showing 
U.S. displeasure is Alliance for Progress 
funds. Why should our Government con
tinue to spend Alliance funds in behalf of 
a country that is summarily undermining 
American investments? 

The principal purpose of the Alliance is 
not to protect the chestnuts of private 
American companies. But neither is our 
Government obliged to pour tax money into 
countries that are long on accepting the 
benefits of the Alliance but mighty short on 
assuming its obligations. 

The Latin Americans are proud people. 
Understandably, they do not like the role 
of beggars; they want some say-so in how 
foreign aid money is spent in their countries. 

But the United States has some feelings, 
too. For one thing, we object to anyone who 
accepts our friendly aid money and responds 
by kicking us in the teeth. 

If we continue to shell out in the face of 
such ungracious conduct, will not the other 
Alliance countries feel free to do the same? 

Last year an effort was made in Congress 
to tie a little "if" to the foreign aid program, 
holding back aid from countries that reached 
out to gobble up U.S. investments. Maybe 
it's time to revive that amendment. 
ANNOUNCEMENT OF MEETING OF THE COM-

MITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY . ON 

NOVEMBER 20 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
wish to announce that the Committee on 
Banking and Currency will hold hear
ings, in accordance with the recent 
unanimous-consent agreement, on the 
bill S. 2310, introduced by the Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. MUNDT] to pro
hibit any guarantee by the Export-lni
port Bank on any other agency of the 
Government of payment of obligations 
of Communist countries. These hear
ings will be held in room 5302, New Sen
ate Office Building, beginning at 10 a.m., 
on Wednesday, November 20, 1963. All 
persons who wish to appear and testify 

· on this matter are requested to notify 
Mr. Matthew Hale, chief of staff, Com-

mittee on Banking and Currency, room 
5300 New Senate Office Building, Wash
ington, D.C., telephone number Capitol 
4-3121, extension 3921, as soon as pos
sible. 

Mr. President, I have admiration, 
fpndness, and respect for the Senate 
leaders. They are two splendid men
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MANS
FIELD] and the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN]. When they united in calling 
me today to ask whether I would coop
erate with them in having prompt hear
ings on a bill that embodied the Mundt 
amendment, which I fully supported, and 
asked our committee to report back to 
the Senate on November 25, and gave 
assurances that if the bill were reported 
to the Senate on the 25th it would be 
given priority. I agreed to do so. Hence 
my announcement. 

But, Mr. President, in my opinion the 
bill embodies a very important principle. 
We have been giving aid to 107 nations 
in the world. 

The bill that the Senate will shortly 
pass contains a prohibition against any 
aid going to any Communist country, 
except for a hospital in Poland and the 
Public Law 480 program in Poland and 
Yugoslavia. 

The Mundt amendment proposed that 
we should not give aid to Communist 
countries that wished. to buy on credit 
through the Export-Import Bank. That 
is what the bill S. 2310 is about. It is 
a vital bill. 

I expect all members of the Committee 
on Banking and Currency to be present 
on Novembe,r 25 so that we can legally 
act on the bill and report it either favor
ably or unfavorably. I welcome this 
opportunity to commend our majority 
and minority leaders. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I shall 
detain the Senate no more than a very 
few minutes. I have hitherto remained 
silent while the debate went forward on 
the bill. I wish to make a brief record 
of my position. I shall vote for the bill, 
which I fear has been badly crippled by 
the Senate. Many amendments with 
which I find myself in accord in prin
ciple have been adopted. I believe we 
should look hard and long before we 
give another dollar of aid to Nasser. I 
think we should look hard and long be
fore we give another dollar of aid to 
Sukarno. But I fear that in the strait
jacket in which a number of the amend
ments have placed the President it will 
be difficult indeed for him to have the 
:flexibility needed to conduct our day-to
day foreign policy as the Constitution 
intended that he should. 

I believe it is the right of the Senate 
to lay down broad legislative mandates 
in the field of foreign policy. Indeed, 
that was contemplated by the Constitu
tion. I therefore have no quarrel with 
many of the new indications of policy 
which appear in the bill. In fact, I sup
port most of them. I say again, as I 
said last night, that I deplore the effort 
of so many of us to be our own little 
individual secretaries of state and im
pinge on the right of the President and 
_the Secretary of State to conduct for
, eign policy day by day, · and to write in 
inftexible restrictions on the power of 

the President to conduct our foreign 
policy. 

I deplore also the action of the Sen
ate-and, indeed, the action of the lead
ershiP-in cutting back from $4,200 mil
lion to hardly more than $3,500 million 
the authorization in the bill. 

I should like to have had an oppor
tunity to vote for the original figure of 
$4.2 billion proposed by the Foreign Rela
tions Committee. I regret that I had no 
such opportunity. That does not mean 
that I do not think that in due course 
we should taper off the program. 

I am opposed to military aid for Latin 
America. I am opposed to military aid 
for NATO all1es who can well support 
their own situation. 

I wonder why we did not have the 
courage to cut back aid to Chiang 
Kai-shek. I wonder why we did not have 
the courage to take some of the aid out 
of South Korea. Those are the places 
we should be looking into. Instead of 
that, we do it by indirection. We cut 
aid back to some of our friends with the 
thought that the only way the Presi
dent can find the money to give them 
what they need is to take it away from 
some of the areas in which we should 
have the political courage to stand up 
and say, "You do not need it there." 

Mr. President, I shall support the bill 
with a fairly heavy heart. I hope that 
by next year the administration will have 
found a formula by which this great and 
generous country can pay an infinitely 
small percentage of its gross national 
product to countries less fortunate than 
we are, to countries in need, to countries 
that we hope to save from the yoke of 
communism. My hope is that can be 
worked out. I also hope the conference 
will show more wisdom than, in my judg
ment, was shown by the Senate. 

I shall vote for the bill. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

shall be brief. Let me point out that in 
the final moments of consideration of 
this bill we find ourselves in a most 
paradoxical and ironic situation. I be
Jieve that in Mr. David Bell we have as 
able an administrator of the foreign aid 
program as any we have ever had. As 
administrator, he presides over the pro
gram at a time when it is receiving its 
most bitter and severe criticism. 

The program was reorganized in 1961 
at the behest of President Kennedy. Fol
lowing the enactment of the 1961 foreign 
aid program, a new effort was made for 
the recruitment of new personnel-ex
.perienced and knowledgeable adminis
trators, assistant administrators and 
mission chiefs. I should like to go on 
record as saying it is my conviction, after 
careful on-the-spot examination, in 
country after country, that we have dedi
cated, able, and conscientious people in 
the AID program to a degree such as we 
have never had since the days of the 
Marshall plan. 

Mr. President, I am pleased with one 
development in the debate on foreign aid. 
We have strengthened the role of private 
enterprise in the foreign aid program. 
This was long overdue. We have invited 
into the oversea economic and technical 
assistance program tpe real muscle, the 
real strength, the real know-how of 
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America, which is the private enterprise 
free economy system. For this we are 
indebted to maI&Y Senators, who have 
been critical of the bill but who have 
offered constructive amendments. 

I was happy to join with. some of those 
Senators in aiding the adoption of those 
amendments. 

We find ourselves in another paradoxi
cal situation-at the time this country is 
approaching a $600 billion a year econ
omy, we are retreating, and retrenching 
in our oversea commitmepts. 

This is the smallest foreign aid 
authorization ever adopted by the Senate 
since 1948. At the time our gross na
tional product is the largest, at the time 
that we have the greatest commitments 
in the world, at the time we are begin
ning to see some signs of victory for the 
side of freedom~ we are retrenching. 

We retrench. at, the time the Soviet 
Union and its satellites find themselves 
in difiiculty, economically and politically. 
It seems to me that. what we should be 
doing is pouring on the coal, so to speak, 
redoubling our efforts, harnessing our re
sources, and making up our minds that 
we have a great opportunity. 

Mr. President, I know reforms are 
necessary. Some of those reforms have 
been outlined in the committee report. 
I am going to file for the RECORD a state
men~ as to what I believe would be con
structive reforms in foreign aid-not 
reforms that will diminish our, e:trort, but 
reforms that will accelerate and inten
sify our effort. One of those reforms, 
which I believe is vital, relates to the 
matter of bringing in other nations to 
help us provide economic assistance to 
help underdeveloped areas, by using the 
contract form with private groups and 
with the established Government agen
cies, which we call the domestie agencies 
of our Government. 

Mr. President, I , hope Senators have 
read the morning press. Despite 3 or 4 
days of really disturbing news from 
Brazil, we now :find that the program 
which our Government supports has won 
the overwhelming support of our Latin 
American neighbors. 

The bad news that claimed the head
lines for a week are in the ashcan. 
America's proposal-the proposal of 
President Kennedy-at the Sao Paulo 
Conference for an overall supervisory 
committee has been adopted, Brazil and 
Argentina to the contrary notwithstand
ing. These are things that we· said 
would happen, and I believe we should 
let this vote on foreign aid be an expres
sion of our confidence in our~ program. 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR HEALTH IN" THE 

MUTUAL SE.CUIUTY AUTHORIZATION' BILL J'OR 
1964 

Mr. President, I should like to express 
a few words with respect to one of the 
technical assistance programs which is 
authorized in the foreign aid bill. 

I refer to a program in which r have 
been especially interested down through 
the years-technical assistance for 
health. 

The actual dollar outfay for this Ptir
pose represents only a tiny proportion 
of the- total funds in the bf11 pending be
fore us. 

POINT 4 TYPE GRANTS AND LOANS FOR HEALTH 

In the 1963 :fiscal year, the Agency for 
International Development spent around 
$36 million In grants foI health; in the 
1964 :fiscal year, it will have spent around 
$45 million for point 4 type health assist
ance. 

In addition, during these. 2" fiscal years, 
AID health loans for public water and 
sewerage projects were and are $95 mU
IIon and $112 million, respectively. 
HEALTH AID IS RELATIVELY NONCONTROVERSIAL 

This is money well spent. Probably no 
single item in the entire multibillion-dol
lar aid program is more universally 
esteemed and less controversial than aid 
against mankind's ancient foes of disease 
and disability. 

At this very time in Chicago,. Ill., a sec
ond conference on international health 
is being held under the auspices of the 
American Medical Association. The 
American Medical Association had kind,. 
ly invited me to this important meeting, 
but Senate duties, of course, prevented 
my being there. 

The conference signifies, however. the 
deep, nonpartisan interest of the medical 
and · of allied professions-nursing, den
tistry, pharmacy, sanitary engineering, 
and so forth-in oversea health· assist
ance. 

CAPrrAL RESOURCES AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

Year after year, I have urged that in
creased attention be paid to all forms of 
technical assistance to education, to ag
riculture, and health. 

Year after year, however, there has 
been a tendency-I must say very frank
ly-to keep assistance for human re
sources relatively low and to maximize 
assistance for capi:tal resources. 

Economists, particularly, tend to think 
that foreign aid can best launch develop
ing countries into self-sustaining growth 
by sponsoring such "brick and mortar" 
projects as new roads, powerplants, steel
mills, other forms of factories, and the 
like. 

There is no question but that, from an 
economic standpoint, gross national 
product can indeed be most spectacularly 
increased by aid for capital-type proj
ects of this nature. 

From a human standpoint, however, 
we cannot aft'ord to lose sight of the 
importance of aid to the human beings 
who are now living and who, in so many 
instances, are now suft'ering and dying. 

A careful balance is necessary, there
fore,. between aid for capital improve
ments which do generate national in
come and aid for human beings who are, 
after all, a nation's most imp(>rtant 
asset. 

Certainly, capital loans for clean 
water and for sound disposal of waste 
represent a good blend of economic hu
m.an aid. 

I am delighted, therefore, that AID 
is supporting more water and sewer pro
grams in the interest of combating the 
infectious diseases which are bred by un
sanitary conditions. 

BEGRl!:TTABLJ! CUT IN NUMBER OF HEALTH 
'.IECHMICIAXS 

It is a curiouS' fact, however, that at 
the very time that AID fs soundly in
creasing its water-sewer loans. it fs 

cutting down its point 4 type health. per
sonnel from 372 technicians to 334 in 
th.e 1964 fiscal year. This mean:;,. for 
example, fewer sanitary engineers to 
supervise the 10ans for sanitary projects. 

This cut is-, very candidly, neither 
good economics nor good health prac
tice. Water and sewer proj~ do not 
get built well or function well if con
struction and operation are not prop
erly supervised by competent people, 
right on the scene. 

I hope, therefore, that AID will see 
its way clear toward sending not only 
adequate money, but adequate numbers 
of well-trained men and women to 
supervise and to work on health. proj
ects,, in cooperation with indigenous 
health. teams. 

DISTURBING SLASH IN LATIN AMERICA 

I should like to say fui:ther that the 
:figures which I have quoted earlier are 
worldwide estimates. 

In one particular region the estimates, 
when broken down, prove actually dis
turbing. In Latin America, of all places, 
the one region where U.S. interest is 
paramount, the number of point 4 type 
health assistance projects is being 
slashed from 101 in the 1963 :fiscal year 
to only 43 in the 1964 :fiscBl year. This 
slash cannot be justified, in my view. 

It seems to represent the views- of 
economists who are more concerned 
with monumental engineering projects 
for tomorrow than With the plight of 
human beings, living today. 

The needs of tomorrow must certainly 
be attended to, but people are sick today, 
are dying today, and need medical assist
ance today. These people are interested 
in what their government and our Gov
ernment are doing for them and for their 
children now-not just tomorrow. 

I can well understand the thinking of 
AID on the difficult problem of allocation 
of relatively' limited resources. 
DANGER IN HOUSE SLASH OF OVERALL FUNDS 

I point out, too, that if the House's 
unfortunate slash in AID funds is not 
altered in c.onference, the reduction in 
health aid will become even more severe: 

I hope and believe that this will not 
occur. I earnestly ask our colleagues in 
the House to give their most thoughtful 
review to this problem. 
NEED FOit PUBLIC HEALTH SEBVICE. COLLABORA-

TIO.N WITH AID 

There is one further phase of oversea 
health aid to which I should like to re
f er. 

It is a phase on which the Senate Gov
ernment Operations Subcommittee, of 
which I am chairman, has particularly 
specialized. I refer to interagency· co
ordination. 

Ever since 19581 this Subcommittee on 
Reorganization and International Or
ganizations has insisted on closer co
ordination between the foreign aid 
agency-that is AID--and the so-called 
domestic agency which has the foremost 
technical competenee in the hes.Ith 
field-the U.S. Publie Health Service. 

AJthough this idea seems: relatively 
simple, although it -has always been_ ac
cepted, at least in theory, because it is so 
unassailable. in point or fact, ft, bas , 
never- been adequately implemented. 

11 
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Often. as a result, AID has found it 

virtually impossible to fill vacancies in 
principal health posts in key countries. 

Public Health Service officers, have 
sometimes felt that their acceptance of 
an oversea. AID assignment might prove 
a detriment, not an aid to their own ulti
mate career development. And there 
have been other interagency shortcom
ings as well.. 

TJUBlJ'l'E TO HEALTH PROFESSIONALS 

Notwithstanding these conditions, I 
want to say that this Nation can be proud 
of the humanitarian accomplishments 
overseas by federally employed doctors, 
nurses, malariologists, pharmacists, and . 
other members of the health team, just 
as it can be proud of aid rendered by non
governmental groups like CARE, Medico, 
Project Hope, medical missionaries of 
various religious faiths, and other pri
vate sources. 

ABLE TOP TEAM AT AID 

From the standpoint of the U.S. Gov
ernment, the time for improved team-
work is nonetheless long overdue. . 

Fortunately, as AID's Assistant Ad
ministrator for Human Resources, serv
ing with the able Administrator, David 
Bell, there is a very competent physician 
in charge, Leona. Baumgartner. This 
distinguished doctor has a long and out.
standing interest in public health meas
ures, at home and abroad. 

I do not have the slightest doubt but 
that Dr. Baumgartner· seeks to work out 
the closest collaboration with the U.S. 
Public Health Service and with private 
organizations. However, the sometimes 
rigid mechanisms of the Agency for In
ternational Development have tended 
to discourage greater initiative and re
sponsibility on the part of other Fed
eral agencies, such as the constituent 
units of the Department of Health, Edu
cation. and Welfare. 

Here, I refer to both medical and non
medical units of HEW; that is, to the 
U.S. Office for Education. for example. _ 

What I seek is to encourage the domes
tic U.S. agencies with technical assist
ance competence-for example, in such 
:fields as in housing, agriculture, and _so 
forth-to become genuine partners-:in 
fact, not merely in name-with AID. 

.NEED FOR A CAREER POOL OJI' EMPLOYEES 

Such cooperation and coordination is 
in the interest of both economy and effi
ciency. Par example, in health, the U.S. 
Public Health Service has the best 
trained experts in the executive branch 
and the best access to still more of the 
best experts in private life, in schools of 
public health and elsewhere. Mean
while, AID has the mandate and at least 
limited funds to assist in health. 

A happy union of the two is indispen
sable. By .. union,"' I refer to the estab
lishment, 1n effect, of a unified pool of 
career medical experts who could serve 
not in one agency, but in all agencies 
with health activities-the Peace Corps, 
AID, Nm, other units of the Public 
Health Service, Defense Department pro
grams overseas, and so forth. They 
would rotate as the needs of the Nation 
and as their professional interests· made 
advisable. 
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Some small progress has been made 
toward this goal. But it has been ''too 
little and too slow." 

AID and the State Department need 
not surrender in the slightest their basic 
obligations for policymaking and policy 
supervision. But they should not try to 
do. in day-to-day technical management. 
what the so-called domestic U.S. agen
cies are far more competent to do. 

Oversea health aid requires, in the 
final analysis, not only money, equip
ment, and other physical resources-it 
requires trained people. There is cer
tainly not an unlimited number of Amer
ican citizens with adequate training in 
public health type skills who are willing 
or able to take ove sea assignments for 
2 or 3 years at a time and who are e11ec
tive in working with foreign nationals. 

We need more such Americans and we 
need to make the best possible use of 
those we already have. 

Similarly, we need to give every pos
sible encouragement to the much larger 
number of American . professionals, 
skilled in medical specialty services like 
surgery, ophthalmology, cardiology, neu
rology, and psychiatry, to accept tem
porary assignments with private organi
zations, to serve abroad. Survey after 
survey has shown that literally thou
sands of private M.D.'s are indeed will
ing to. serve in developing countries for 
at least short periods. The necessary 
modus operandi for tapping this great 
talent must be worked out. 

OUB ASSETS FOR OVERSEA HEALTH 

We can do so. We must do so. There 
is no reason why we should not do so. 
There is every reason why we should do 
s~ . 

We have a great U.S. Public Health 
Service. We have a dedicated organiza
tion for foreign aid-AID. We have an 
outstanding multilateral organization
the World Health Organization-whose 
regional collaborator is the famed Pan 
American Health Organization. We 
have enormous interest among private 
professionals and laymen. 

We have an American Council of Vol
untary Agencies for Foreign Service,, 
uniting the major religious and nonsec
tarian aid groups. And we have other 
outstanding assets to do the job. 

The Job must be done-not just in the 
teeming cities, With their crowded slums, 
but in the hinterland, in the country
side. in the jungles, in the mountains, 
in the tiny villages which have never 
seen a doctor or drunk clean water or 
been free from disease, infected files or 
snails or mosquitoes or other carriers. 
HELP NOT JUST TO "COMBAT COMMUNISM." BUT 

TO i'.ULFILL OUR IDEALS 

Finally, it is my hope that we will 
render technical assistance in health to 
a greater degree-not because we are 
concerned that the desperate native 
masses will turn to communism, but be
cause it is morally and ethically sound 
that we do so. 

No people has acted from greater hu
manitarian zeal that the American peo
ple. No nation in all of history has done 
more or wanted to do more to relieve 
human suftering than has our Nation. 

We do so because it is in our nature. 
our character, our tradition; it is part 
of all of· the religions by which we wor
ship. 

I serve notice. therefore, of my con
tinued intention to help make certain 
that these objectives which I have ex
pressed. time and time again, will re
ceive appropriate attention by the 
Agency for International Development, 
by the Department of State and the U.S. 
Public Health Service. 

FO~EIGN AID NOW CONDlTIONED ON 
PERFORMANCE 

Mr. President, what kinds of condi
tions are now being agreed upon by the 
United States and the recipient govern
ments, and how do these conditions 
work? 

There are two categories of conditions. 
First, there are conditions based on the 
performance of an entire country, and 
applied to an aid programs and projects 
in that country. Second, there are con
ditions for specific programs or projects 
in a country, even where the country 
as ·a whole does not have to take certain 
agreed upon self-help steps. 

Under the Charter of Punta del Este, 
which established the Alliance for Prog
ress, every country in Latin America is 
committed to undertake certain self-help 
measures. It is explicitly recognized in 
the charter that U.S. assistance to Latin 
American development will be condi
tioned upon the necessary structural re
f o~ms and measures for the mobilization 
of internal resources on the part of re
cipient countries. 

The recent United States-Brazilian 
agreement, which conditions further 
U.S. aid to Brazil upon the taking of cer
tain steps by the Brazilian Government, 
was made in accordance with the char
ter. Under this agreement, which is. the 
first of its kind, Brazil was to-

First. Increase revenue by reforming 
the tax system. as well as improve tax 
collection and administration. 

Second. Reduce Government budget
ary deficits by eliminating subsidies on 
wheat and petroleum, eliminating defi
cits on publicly owned enterprises in
cluding transportation and power sys
tems, and curbing public pay increases. 

Third. Control inflation by limiting 
the expansion of credit by the banks, by 
establishing better central banking ma
chinery, and by appealirrg to unions and 
businesses to hold. the line on wages and 
prices. 

Fourth. Reduce. the balance-of-pay
ments deficit by establlshing a realistic 
exchange rate and by adopting specific 
measures to increase exports. 

Fifth. Stimulate economic growth by 
adopting measures to eneourage outside 
private investment. 

Sixth. Increase agricultural growth 
and productivity by seeking a broad pro
gram of agrarian reform. 

In addition. it was understood that 
Brazil should arrange with the Interna
tional Monetary Fund to defer payment 
on an IMF obligation, as well as secure 
a standby arrangement under which the 
IMF would make temporary credits 
available to offset Brazilian export 
losses. it was also understood that 
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Brazil would secure additional aid from 
other free world countries. 

In several other cases development 
loans for Latin American countries have 
been made contingent upon acceptable 
arrangements with the International 
Monetary Fund for exchange rate re
form and an economic stabilization pro
gram. 

One example is the recent $35 million 
development loan to Chile which is con
ditional upon a satisfactory stabilization 
program. The loan will be disbursed 
at a rate corresponding to the rate of 
Chile's budgetary performance. Better 
budgetary performance will speed up the 
rate of loan disbursement, and vice versa. 

In some cases there is a condition that 
the borrowing nation secure aid from 
other donor nations before the United 
States will promise assistance. A stabi
lization loan for Egypt, and the con
sortia arrangements for Pakistan and 
India, and more recently for Turkey, are 
examples of this type of condition. 

There are numerous examples of 
specific types of conditions required by 
the United States on development grant 
and development loan projects. 

In one Middle East country the gov
ernment undertook to reorganize the 
port administration, to establish separate 
organizations for the goods handling 
and customs functions, and to finance 
the timely completion of complementary 
requirements such as connecting roads. 
Management, organizational, financial, 
and budgetary arrangements for the port 
satisfactory to the United States were 
made conditions of an AID loan. 

In another Middle East country, spe
cific conditions were set forth in a U.S. 
loan made for the purchase of construc
tion equipment. Because several govern
ment departments were involved, one 
condition of the loan was that a new 
central agency be established to handle 
the equipment. Employment of qualified 
foreign advisers and the establishment 
of an acceptable spare parts and main
tenance system were other conditions of 
the loan. 

A home savings program in a Latin 
American country requires that the U.S. 
contribution of $7.5 million to the sav
ings bank be matched, and that there 
be established a National Housing In
stitute to administer the program. 

Conditions to insure repayment of 
U.S. loans, including government guar
antees of loans to private or semipublic 
institutions, are common practice. In 
one such case, the United States insisted 
upon the financial reorganization of a 
truck company to open up prior mort
gage bonds so that AID would be ratably 
insured, the sale of common stock rather· 
than of senior convertible debentures as 
proposed by the company, establishment 
of a ratio of debt to net worth not to ex
ceed 2 to 1, and a limitation on dividend 
payments. 

A normal condition of cost sharing 
between· the United States and a re
cipient country in a grant project is 
exemplified by a recent work relief proj
ect emphasizing rural reconstruction. 
Under this agreement, the United States 
provides surplus agricultural commodi
ties for food, hand tools and equipment, 

Soil Conservation Service specialists and 
junior level technicians, and the coop
erating government guarantees the pro
vision of cash wages for 60,000 workers. 

Establishing conditions for aid is one 
thing; enforcing those conditions, espe
cially when political considerations are 
involved, is another. Flexibility in en
forcing foreign aid conditions is just as 
essential as flexibility in enforcing the 
conditions of a commercial contract. 
Up to a certain point, exigencies must be 
taken into account. The problem, of 
course, is knowing where to draw the 
line. 

In agreements on conditions, espe
cially those involving, an entire country 
program, it would be a mistake to ex
pect the line always to be drawn where 
it was marked out originally. But al
lowing for reasonable adjustments, it is 
reasonable to expect conditions to be 
carried out, as nearly as possible, as 
agreed upon. . Otherwise agreements on 
conditions will not be taken seriously. 

The difficulty in carrying out condi
tions while at the same time serving 
broader foreign policy interests can be 
seen in the case of Brazil. u .s. aid to 
Brazil is being held up at the moment 
because the Government of Brazil has 
not met the conditions agreed upon 
earlier this year. Since the Brazil
United States agreement was signed, the 
Brazilian Government has done little, 
in fact, to live up to its pledge. Infla
tion increased by more than 25 percent in 
the first half of 1963, and probably will 
increase by more than 50 percent be
fore the end of the year. The Govern
ment of Brazil has loosened rather than 
tightened credit. The Brazilian budget 
deficit has gone up rather than down. 
Government pay raises, rather than be
ing held to the announced 40 percent, 
have been increasing by 70 percent. 

What happens next? From the stand
pcint of general foreign policy consider
ations, Brazil must not be allowed to 
:flounder. If the enforcement of condi
tions on our aid program were predicted 
to have that effect, it would be very 
difficult to make the conditions stick. 
On the other hand, if the conditions are 
modified to the point of being substan
tially softened or virtually removed, it 
would be very difficult in the future to 
persuade any government to live up to 
its commitments. The answer may lie 
somewhere in between. But even if 
there should have to be some adjust
ments in the original agreemehts--and 
they certainly should be kept to a min
imum-we will at least have made a start 
on establishing, together with the host 
government, performance standards for 
a country receiving U.S. assistance. 
This is one of the most encouraging 
improvements made in foreign aid since 
the new program was established in 1961. 

EFFECTIVE FOREIGN AID--PEOPLE-TO-PEOPI.E 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

Mr. President, a key element of the 
U.S. foreign aid program is the technical 
assistance effort going forward in many 
emerging countries around the world. In 
some 21 countries technical assistance 
constitutes almost our entire foreign as
sistance effort. In other countries it is 

carefully coordinated with other forms 
of assistance to insure that our help gets 
to the people. 

In many countries a small number of 
devoted Americans are working among 
the people to transfer American know
how and skills. They are not living in 
luxury as is often charged. Rather, they 
are working side by side with the people 
of the developing countries getting a job 
done. It is a challenging, often frus
trating profession. 

These are people from the backbone of. 
America-from Vermont, Indiana, Cali
fornia, from all over the United States. 
These are people with the kind of pio
neering spirit which built America. 

Because of them, and the rest of our 
aid effort, U.S. foreign assistance is 
reaching the people of the underdevel
oped world. It is making a constructive 
impact. 

The evidence of this impact is not 
often dramatic. Nevertheless, change is 
occurring at an increasingly rapid pace. 
For every constructive change in the 
traditional way of life that is visible, 
there are many others that are spread
ing more slowly but which will ultimately 
transform the society of the underdevel
oped nations in the decades to come. 

It is clear that if there is to be sub
stantial development in these nations it 
will have to come from changes gener
ated and accepted within the framework 
of their own societies. This is what self
help really means-not simply that we 
would like to have developing nations 
pay a fair share of the cost of develop
ment, but rather that we and they real
ize that lasting development must be 
built from within. 

It is within this framework that U.S. 
technical assistance plays such a basic 
and vital role. Technical assistance 
helps the individual in an underdevel
oped country to help himself and to help 
build his society. It enables the campa
sino, the peasant, the tribal farmer to 
adapt the technical know-how and ex
pertise of the modern world to the reali
ties and confines of his own primitive 
conditions. 

Modem communications, independ
ence, the education of a few native lead
ers are causing an awakening in the de
veloping countries. In some places it is 
an emotional demand for modem social 
legislation or educational facilities; in 
other places it is a less articulate but 
no less pressing demand for improved 
health practices or for the right to own 
the land that the people work; in still 
other places-perhaps the majority-it is 
a slowly growing realization that things 
need not necessarily be as they have al
ways · been. This, for many, is the one 
dynamic new idea: That change is pos
sible; that the pattern of life of the last 
2,000 years need not be the pattern of 
life for the next 2,000 years. 

American technical assistance is help
ing to insure that the changes which will 
inevitably occur in the developing coun
tries are changes for the better; that all 
people share in the oppcrtunity for a bet
ter life. 

How effectively are we achieving this 
goal? Let me give you a few examples 
from one area of our foreign assistance 
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program-agriculture. These examples 
could be repeated many times in other 
areas such as public health and educa
tion. 

In Nigeria, 170,000 farmers will be 
reached by AID assisted and trained ex
tension workers in 1963. More than 100 
Young Farmers Clubs with a total mem
bership of more than 7 ,000 Nigerian 
youth have been organized under the 
guidance of a single AID technician. 

In the Sudan, 325,000 people are be
ing reached this year by agricultural ex
tension programs sponsored by AID~ 

In South Korea, counterpart funded 
loans from members of the National 
Agricultural Cooperatives Federation 
provided ,more than 724,000 individual 
agricultural credit loans for crop pro
duction during 1962. Fifteen thousand 
loans were made to village cooperatives 
to assist in procurement of materials and 
marketing. 

In Ghana last year, 180,000 farm fam
ilies were reached directly by AID-spon
sored agricultural extension farm pro
grams. These programs included dem
onstrations and training in livestock de
velopment, vegetable . production, con
struction and. use of minor irrigation 
works, ahd the uses of fertilizer and 
pesticides. 

In Turkey, 31,000 of the total of 40,000 
rural communities will be reached this 
year by AID trained and assisted agri
culture extension workers. In the last 
2 years, 246,000 new acres of farm land 
have been prepared for irrigation. Al
most 17,000 potential farm leaders from 
3,500 villages have received water and 
soil conservation training under a pro
gram financed by Public Law 480 com-· 
modi ties. . 

In Chile, 215,000 farmers were reached 
last year by AID-sponsored extension 
activities. Twenty rural training cen
ters are reaching 2,000 students each 
year in basic agricultural techniques. 

In Taiwan, 80,000 agricultural credit 
loans were made last year under the· 
sponsorship of AID-supported National 
Agricultural Cooperatives Federation; 
637 ,000 farmers are benefiting directly 
from AID-generated farm and home eco
nomic extension work. More than 80 
percent of farm families in Taiwan are 
now being reached by extension workers. 

In Vietnam, in the midst of a shooting 
war, rapid strides are being made in in
creased agricultural production-300,000 
people are being· reached by extension 
work in' basic agricultural techniques. 
A million and a half people· have been 
reached by a plant production program 
designed to provide training and demon
stration in the protection of plants and 
harvests from rodents and insects. 

These specifics are impressive and I 
am afraid not very well known; bnt they 
are not unusual. They are typical of 
the way in which the U.S. foreign as
sistance eJfort is getting directly to the 
grassroots: of the developing nations .. 

OUr foreign aid program is effective; 
it is doing a .job. 

This is no time for us to slacken our 
efforts·. 

I urge that the Senate approve the 
Foreign Assistance Act as reported by 
the Foreign Relations Committee. 

WHY Dm AID NOT USE ALL ITS FISCAL YEAR 1963 
ALLIANCE FUNDS? 

Mr. President, development loans 
make up the major AID contribution to 
the Alliance for Progress. Over $340 
million in development loans was used in 
fiscal year 1963. Total commitments . 
for development loans and grants were 
$465 million. 

It was and is impossible to state 
precisely the need for loan funds. The 
level of the Alliance lending program is 
contingent upon many factors. Most 

. are beyond the control of the United 
States. The uncertainty stems from 
the fact that no lender, no bank, can 
predict the amount it will lend in the 
future and still remain a sound insti
tution. 

Based on the most careful analysis of 
the probabilities, AID has stated that it 
will need a minimum of $550 million for 
new development loans and $100 million 
for development grants this year. This 
amount is designed to meet the Latin 
American countries' increasing need for 
marginal external assistance as the Alli
ance progresses. 

AID's commitment of development 
loan funds for the Alliance in fiscal year 
1963 gives us a clear idea of how the pro
gram operates. Two y£ars of Alliance 
experience back up the method, which 
has to meet two key U.S. objectives. 
These involve "the. assurance that the 
self-help and reform requirements of the 
Alliance must ·be met and, at the same 
time, the need to capture the confidence 
and imagination of the Latin American 
people. 

AID, therefore, has acted on these 
principles: First, it has refused to com
mit or spend unless convinced that the 
outlay is clearly in the U.S. national *n
terest, promoting development and free
dom in Latin America; and, second, it 
has been prepared to off er assistance 
whenever a Latin American nation ini
tiates the social and economic changes 
the Alliance calls for. On a per capita 
basis, countries like Chile, El Salvador, 
Colombia, and Panama received much 
more aid than did Paraguay or Haiti, 
for example. 

In fiscal year 1963, aid was concen
trated in the countries which performed. 
It was redueed or held up where self
help and reform efforts were shunned or 
lagging. You will recaU that the United 
States spent almost nothing in Peru. 
Funding for Brazil and Argentina. was 
much lower than expected. Brazil had 
not met her self-help commitments, nor 
had it reached the stage of political 
and. particularly, financial stability 
which would make worth while all of the 
lending which was previously estimated.. 
Argentina's political problems prevented 
any clear focus on development. 

This year, Peru's new constitutionally 
elected Government has put that hither
to politically stagnant country on the 
Alliance road to reform. Argentina has 
a constitutionally elected government; 
and the prospects are good for stability 
after a year of turbulence. Further de
velopment opportunities are evident in 
Central America and Chile, among oth
ers. 

AID's developm~nt lending operations •. 
like those of a bank, depend a great deal 
on mutual confidence. The United 
States has not assumed the posture of 
a hardhearted lender. Congress has 
placed tight restrictions on AID loan 
procedures, however. The loans must re
fiect careful feasibility studies and a 
clear capacity for repayment . . AID, 
therefore, ·has acquired many aspects 
of a full-fledged banking operation. It 
has, moreover, insisted that the Latin 
Americans live up to their own commit
ments on reforms. If we did not do so 
the money we lend would neither benefit 
the borrower nor further our Alliance 
objectives. On the other hand, to raise 
hopes and aspirations, to achieve worth
while bootstrap efforts and then not be 
able to back them up with marginal ex
ternal lending causes a loss of confidence 
among our Latin American neighbors 
and a sense of alienation from the Alli
ance. 

Right now, today, finance minister and 
development experts. from the Alliance 
countries are meeting in Sao Paulo. 
Brazil. This meeting of the· Inter
American Economic and Social Council 
is devoted to an analysis of reform ef
forts, to methods for improving the ad
ministration of the Alliance, and to 
strengthen that spirit of mutual con
fidence which is the true revolution in 
this hemisphere over the past 3 years. 

The democratic leaders in Latin 
America today -eount on us. At the very 
moment when they have gained con
fid.ence in us and are exposing them
selves to grave political hazards in the 
firm expectation of timely and eflective 
support from the United States, we must 
come through. 
THE FOREIGN AID BILL HAS BEEN GREATLY IM-

PROVED BY THE SENATE 

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, I 
wish to pay tribute to the majority lead
er [Mr. MANSFIE'LDJ far the wise and skill
ful manner in which he handled the de
bate on the foreign aid authorization 
bill. The · action of the Senate on this 
bill was tantamount to the Senate acting 
as a Committee of the Whole in working 
its wm upon the bfll. It was an opera
tion which I hoped to avoid by support
ing the motion to recommit. When that 
motion failed, there was no alternative 
but to rework the bill right here on the 
fioor of the Senate. 

That we have now done. 
The guidance of the majority leader 

in that action was eminently successful 
and has now produced a bill which. in 
my opinion, is a much stronger bill than 
the one reported by the Senate Commit
tee on Foreign Relations. In reportlngJ 
even that committee in its report ex
pressed its dissatisfaction with the bill 
and the conduct of the program. 

I would also express my appreciation 
and admiration for the work of the senior 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MORSE] in 
leading the debate on the floor of the 
Senate during these past weeks to 
strengthen the bill and thereby, we hope, 
the foreign aid program. His skfllful, 
learned presentation of each point ln the 
debate is greatly to be admired. If; as a 
result of the action here on the :floor in 
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strengthening the bill, the foreign aid . 
program itself is strengthened, then the 
credit in no small measure must go to the 
senior Senator from Oregon. He astute
ly guided the perfecting and strengthen
ing amendments to the bill through the 
shoals of opposition-opposition which, 
I must say, at times was blind opposition 
to any change whatsoever, however 
meritorious and justified that change 
might be. 

Mr. President, it is my intention to 
vote in favor of final passage of H.R. 
7885 as amended. 

The cuts in the amounts authorized 
were relatively unimportant. It is my 
firm belief, Mr. President, that if action 
by the Congress a few years back had 
kept the lid on the ever-increasing au
thorization for our foreign aid program 
that program today would be in a much 
stronger position and would not have 
aroused the criticism of the people of the 
United States from coast to coast. If 
the AID administrators had been forced 
to count their pennies rather than their 
millions, they would have put the U.S. 
dollars where they would do the most 
good. The program needs greatly to 
supplant largess with frugality and om
niscient presence with selective leader
ship where it counts the most. 

Two amendments which I offered have 
been adopted and are included in the 
bill. 

One amendment deals with withhold
ing all aid-except the Peace Corps and 
Fulbright educational grants-from na
tions found by the President to be ag
gressors or preparing for aggression. 
This amendment should not have been 
necessary. For years now either the 
Senate has adopted "sense of the Con
gress" resolutions or Members have 
taken the fioor to denounce this or that 
aggressor nation squandering our money 
to prepare to engage in aggression. But 
these warning signs of a rising tide of 
opinion on the part of the people of the 
United States have gone unheeded by 
this and past administrations. And now 
the Congress has acted with clarity in 
setting forth the guidelines of how it 
expects the foreign aid program to op
erate. 

The second amendment relates to mil
itary aid to Latin American countries. 
This too is an amendment which should 
not have been necessary. There have 
been plenty of hints in the Congress dur
ing the past years which should have 
given the military program administra
tors clear indication that the policies 
they were pursuing in giving military as
sistance to each and every Latin Amer
ican country did not follow the wishes 
of the Congress. However, those hints
and even some of the restrictions writ
ten 1nto foreign assistance program au
thorizations--went unheeded. So, fi
nally, there was no recourse but to write 
the restriction into the bill this year. 

Many other amendments offered by 
other Senators have been adopted and 
should result in a much stronger bill. 

Will it result in a much stronger for
eign aid program? That remains to be 
seen. 

Congress can but set down broad gen
eral guidelines descrtbing the type of 

program it is willing to support. It is 
now up to the administrators of that 
program· to adhere to those guidelines 
and steer the foreign aid program in that 
direction. And to those administrators 
I will give this one bit of advice: I for 
one-and I am certain there will be 
others-will be watching the administra
tion of the foreign aid program closely 
in the months ahead to see to it that 
the congressional administrations are 
heeded. And I for one-and here, too, I 
know that I will be joined by many of my 
colleagues-will not hesitate to fight for 
stronger action if these warnings go 
unheeded. 

In that connection I would point out 
one fact dealing with interest rates on 
development loans. 

On November 8 I called up my amend
ment to increase rates of interest on 
development loans to the amount paid 
by the United States to-borrow money. 
That amendment was defeated by the 
vote of 30 to 44. 

On November 13 the Senate rejected 
a second amendment raising the interest 
rate to 2 percent. That amendment was 
rejected by a vote of 41 to 47. 

The point I make in this admonition 
to the administrators of the AID pro
gram is just this: There are at least 41 
Senators who are dissatisfied with the 
custom of granting development loans at 
three-fourths of 1 percent interest. They 
want it raised to at least 2 percent. So 
when the foreign aid authorization bill 
for fiscal year 1965 comes before the 
Senate not many months from now there 
will be many of us who will be watching 
to see whether the minimum written into 
the fiscal year 1964 authorization has 
become the maximum. If so I am certain 
they will be willing to join with me in an 
attempt once again to make these real 
loans rather than combined loans and 
grants. 

Mr. President, much has been written 
and spoken in the past weeks about the 
role of the U.S. Senate in the realm of 
foreign policy. Much of what has been 
written has been hastily conceived and 
not thought through. 

Now every foreign aid authorization 
bill has contained restrictions on and 
directives to the Executive in administer
ing the foreign aid program. If this 
were not so, the foreign aid authoriza
tion bill could be expressed in a single 
paragraph such as the following: 

There is hereby authorized to be appropri
ated the sum of$-- for the fiscal year -
to be ,used for carrying out a foreign aid 
program. 

Some who have spoken and written on 
the role of the Senate seem to set such a 
wide open authorization as their goal. 

With the advent of the AID program 
as an instrumentality of U.S. foreign 
policy, the Congress-which alone can 
appropriate funds-has become-wheth
er it wants to or not--truly enmeshed 
in foreign policy determinations. These 
can be of a positive or negative type. 
Negatively by continuing to appropriate 
funds for ongoing programs the Con
gress acquiesces in the policies being 
pursued; postively by writing into the 
authorization bill certain directives and 
limitations. 

Actually-upon analysis-those who 
have been critical of some of the direc
tives written into the bill worked on in 
the Senate are critical because of the 
content of the directives rather than 
because they believed that Congress 
should hand the administration a blank 
check in the field of foreign assistance. 
They have sought to cloak their criti
cisms under learned phrases about the 
Executive having a free hand in foreign 
policy determination8. They overlooked 
their own silence over the restrictions ap-

. proved and recommended by the Sen
ate Foreign Relations Committee. 

There is nothing sacrosanct about the 
recommendations of that committee. 
They are still only recommendations of 
that committee. They are still only rec
ommendations to be accepted, rejected or 
amended by the senate and the other 
body. 

That is precisely what the Senate has 
been doing these past weeks-accepting, 
rejecting, or amending the recommenda
tions of its Foreign Relations Committee. 
That is its duty. For the Constitution 
states not only that the appropriating 
power lies with the Congress, but it con
tains the further limitation that: 

No money shall be drawn from the Treas
ury, but in consequence of appropriations 
made by law; and a regular statement of 
account of the receipts and expenditures of 
all public money shall be published from 
time to time. 

During the course of the debate on 
the foreign aid bill-H.R. 7885-two pro
posals for changing the program have 
been advanced which should put all 
Members of Congress on the alert. 

The repeated statements portending 
propasals to be put before the Congress 
bode ill for the retention of even the 
small amount of congressional control 
over the foreign aid program. 

If this is the future "new look" of 
the program it is only more of the 
same. 

The first proposal I expect to be ad
vanced is that we should delegate to 
international organizations more and 
more of the conduct of our foreign aid 
program-with our money, of course. 
This trend I will also resist. The Con
gress should seek in more and more ways 
to regain control of the foreign aid pro
gram-control which it has in the past 
years weakly permitted to be taken from 
it. It is essential that this control be 
regained by the Congress. You will recall 
the action a few years back when the 
World Bank approved a large loan to 
Egypt for improving the Suez Canal at 
the very time when Egypt was refusing 
to adhere to its international commit
ments and permit free passage through 
the canal. 

This lack of firm control over who, 
where, and how U.S. dollars are to be 
spent should not be transferred to in
ternational organizations. The siren's 
call of anonymity in foreign aid decisions 
should not be heeded. It is true that 
such anonymity dissipates blame for for
eign aid fumbles. But more important, 
if- we are building up the U.S. image in 
the countries aided, we should be ther6 
to take the credit when our foreign aid 
program proves to be a success. 
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Although I shall vote in favor of the 

final passage of the foreign aid authori
zation bill, because of the improving 
amendments which the Senate adopted, 
it should not be taken to mean that I 
am completely satisfied with the bill or 
will, without attempting further to im
prove the foreign aid program, docilely 
vote to approve whatever appropriations 
may be recommended by the Senate Ap
propriations Committee. On that point, 
I shall wait and see. 
NEW EMPHASIS ON DEVELOPING PRIVATE ENTER

PRISE THROUGH FOREIGN AID 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, in his 
foreign aid message to Congress last 
spring, President Kennedy declared: . 

The primary new initiative in this year's 
program relates to our increased efforts to 
encourage the investment of private capital 
.in the underdeveloped countries. 

Private investment is now being 
heavily stressed in our foreign aid pro
gram for four basic reasons. 

First. The United States has a vital 
interest in encouraging private enter
prise and initiative in countries receiv
ing our assistance. 

Second. Achievement of industrial 
and agricultural growth in th~ less-de
veloped nations requires the develop
ment of technological and managerial 
skills in the private sector of their econ
omies. 

Third. Economic development of the 
less-developed countries cannot be 
achieved through Government assistance 
alone. There is not enough money in 
all the public treasuries to supply the 
needed capital. Foreign aid can pro
vide some of the capital required for the 
first stages of development, but only 
through private enterprise can a coun
try achieve eventual economic independ
ence. 

Public funds are, of course, still neces
sary for large public utility type projects, 
such as dams, transportation networks, 
and irrigation systems. ·These facilities, 
while essential to support the private sec
tor, are often not attractive to private 
investors, especially in the less-developed 
countries. Moreover, Government funds 
are necessary to provide the social prog
ress projects-the schools, for example, 
from which private companies must draw 
their educated managers and skilled 
laborers, as well as the public ·health 
facilities essential to a vigorous work 
force. 

Finally, as foreign aid succeeds in 
helping countries to reach self-sustain
ing economic growth, private capital will 
take the place of Government aid. Pri
vate investment is therefore increasingly 
important not only to assist in the phase
out of Government aid but also to pro
vide a continuing mutually beneficial 
economic relationship when aid has 
terminated. 

Foreign aid draws on the resources of 
a broad segment of the private sector 
both at home and abroad. This is done 
in part through universities, coopera
tives, savings and loan associations, 
credit unions, trade unions and similar 
organizations. Relationships with pri
vate business, United States and foreign 
are also very extensive. These relation
ships can be divided into three general 

categories: First, procurement with for
eign aid dollars; second, assistance to 
private U.S. business in locating and fi
nancing profitable investment opportu
nities in less-developed countries, and, 
third, strengthening the local foreign 
business community. 

As part of a deliberate policy to tight
en procurement procedures in order to 
protect U.S. balance of payments and to 
stimulate the U.S. economy, our foreign 
aid program is increasingly based on 
procurement of American goods and 
services. Of the $2.4 billion committed 
during fiscal year 1963, $1.9 billion or 
80 percent will be spent in the United 
States. 

This has had a dramatic impact on 
several major U.S. industries, particular
ly the chemical industry and the iron 
and steel industry. In 1960, 17 percent 
of the fertilizer financed by foreign. aid 
came from the United States; in 1963 
that percentage will be 97 percent. 

In the first 9 months of 1963, for ex
ample, Chemical Week magazine reports 
that foreign aid funds financed $34 mil
lion in exports of chemical products 
such as fertilizer, pesticides, and basic 
industrial chemicals. 

Similarly, in iron and steel products in 
1960, 11 percent came from U.S. mills 
while in 1963, 87 percent of such prod
ucts came from the United States. At 
the present time more than one-half of 
all U.S. iron and steel exports are fi
nanced out of the foreign aid program. 

Just in recent weeks, for example, 
there have been foreign aid orders for 
$630,000 for steel billets to Pakistan from 
Bethlehem Steel, $1.5 million for hot
rolled aluminum. steel sheet to India from 
McLouth Steel, $563,ooo for coke tin plate 
to Taiwan from Wheeling Steel, and 
$255,000 for steel wire rods to India from 
Colorado Fuel & Iron. 

In addition to using 8 out of 10 for
eign aid dollars for buying American 
goods, special efforts are now being made 
to increase the role of U.S. private in
vestment in the development of less
developed countries. 

First. There is a special program for 
finding and drawing the attention of pri
vate businessmen to investment oppor
tunities in less developing countries. The 
first comprehensive listing and summar
izing is now being made of investment 
opportunities identified in feasibility 
studies conducted since 1960. 

Four countries have been selected as 
showcase nations for private invest
ment-that is, specific target countries 
in which to demonstrate the contribu
tion that private participation can make 
to economic development. The four 
countries selected are Colombia in Latin 
America, Pakistan in the Near East, Ni
geria in Africa and Thailand in the Far 
East. These are all nations which are 
regarded as friendly toward private in
vestment from the United States, and 
countries in which substantial economic 
progress can be anticipated in the near 
future. 

In each country the U.S. Embassy and 
our foreign aid mission, together with 
the host governments, have selected a 
small number of industries of a priority 
nature that would be especially appro-

priate for private investment. After 
these opportunities have been identified, 
efforts are made to match them with po
tential U.S. investors. Full use is made 
_of industrial and publications resources 
of the Department of Commerce, consul
tations with trade associations, banks, 
and management consulting firms, and 
ultimately direct contact with individ
ual companies. 

Second. Through the investment 
guarantee program approved by Con
gress, the U.S. Government pays up to 
50 percent of the cost of over 50 surveys 
being undertaken by U.S. private busi
nessmen to survey such investment op
portunities as castor bean processing in 
Thailand, and manufacturing pre
stressed concrete in Argentina. Use of 
this special program has been increas
ing as more businessmen have learned of 
the availability of this form of assistance. 
Forty-five surveys were· approved during 
the past year, and 28 more are now being 
processed. 

Third. Between January 1, 1962, and 
June 30, 1963, 70 dollar and local cur
rency loans to private business amount
ing to over $70 million were approved. 
In September 1963, the largest Cooley 
loan was approved-$17.5 million in 
Indian rupees to a private fertilizer com
pany in India in which the California 
Chemical Co. and the International Min
erals & Chemical Co. are major partici
pants. 

Fourth. Processing of specific risk in
vestment guarantee contracts has been 
accelerated. There are now over $1 bil
lion of such insurance contracts out
standing. 

The number of guarantees issued an
nually has jumped six times in the last 
2 fiscal years-from $53 million in fiscal 
1960 to over $300 million in 1962. It is 
estimated that the dollar volume in fiscal 
1964 will exceed one-half billion dollars. 

The geographic coverage of the pro
gram has also been enlarged-this year 
8 additional less-developed countries 
have agreed to implement the program
bringing the total of participating na
tions to 57. 

What does this protection mean to the 
U.S. investor? Let me cite one example. 
In 1960, the Pluswood Industries, of 
Oshkosh, Wis,, made an investment in 
what was then the Belgian Congo. 
Political upheaval, along with foreign 
exchange difficulties, resulted in the 
firm's inability to transfer into dollars 
the Congolese francs received as interest 
on a $200,000 loan. But since this invest
ment was covered by a guarantee against 
inconvertibility of currency, the U.S. 
Government paid Pluswood over $17 ,000 
in American dollars for the Congolese 
francs. Thus, the investor received his 
money at once and in dollars. The U.S. 
Government then became the holder of 
the francs and subsequently was able to 
recover $8,000 through selling the for
eign currency after the restrictions on 
convertibility were relaxed. 

Likewise, if a foreign government 
should expropriate the assets of a guar
anteed investment without paying 
prompt, adequate, and fair compensation 
to the American owner, he would be paid 

. 
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for his loss by the U.S. Government un
der the guarantee. Our Government 
would then step into the shoes of the 
former owner and acquire all his legal 
rights against the foreign government. 
If necessary, the U.S. Government can 
sue the foreign government before an 
international tribunal or arbitration 
commission to obtain reimbursement for 
the funds it had previously paid out to 
the American investor. 

The confiscations of American busi
nesses in Cuba by the Castro regime are 
only too familiar to us all. Although 
the guarantee program had been in exist
ence in Cuba long before Castro's ascent 
to power, none of the U.S. companies 
operating there had taken advantage of 
the insurance against expropriation. 
The lesson was well learned through this 
sad experience, and since that time ap
plications for investment guarantees 
have increased markedly. Presently 
pending are over 1,000 applications for 
investment guarantees amounting to 
more than $4 billion. 

In view of the unsettled conditions in 
the world today, the frequent talk about 
nationalization of foreign enterprises, 
and the newspaper articles on bombings 
by Communist rebels, one might expect 
that the Government must have paid 
out substantial amounts of money un
der these guarantees. Yet, amazingly 
enough, to date the only loss suffered 
by the Government is that one case I 
already mentioned, the Pluswood Co. in 
Oshkosh, Wis., where the net loss 
equaled about $9,000. Thus, for over $1 
billion in insurance coverage, the U.S. 
Treasury has had to pay out only $9,000 
and that small outlay has been more 
than amply offset by the premiums col
lected on the policies---over $12 m111ion 
as of June 1963. 

Although the· program has been oper
ating since 1948, no guaranteed invest
ment has ever been nationalized by a for
eign government and no guaranteed in-

~ vestment has yet been damaged by war, 
revolution, or insurrection. ·Of course, it 
is possible that in the future these events 
could occur and that is why the guar
antees are available. But the Govern
ment has taken several steps to minimize 
the likelihood of their occurrence. Be
fore the program may be instituted in 
any country, suitable arrangements must 
be made by the government of that na
tion to protect the interest of the United 
States. This generally takes the form of 
an international agreement in which the 
foreign government agrees to submit any 
disputes with the United States arising 
out of investment guarantee matters to 
international arbitration. In this man
ner, the foreign nation assumes both a 
legal and moral obligation to respect the 
rights of the American investor and his 
Government. At present, 57 less devel
oped countries have signed these agree
ments and implemented the program. 

Ea.ch individual investment must also 
receive the approval of the government 
of the host country before an investment 
guarantee is issued. As of June this year 
almost 700 applications for guarantees 
had received foreign government ap
proval in nations throughout -the free 
world. _; 

I am pleased that the Foreign Rela
tions Committee has approved the full 
administration request for increasing 
the ceiling on specific risk guarantees 
from $1.3 to $2.5 billion. This request 
also has been approved by the House. 

I am also pleased that the Foreign Re
lations Committee rejected a provision 
in the House bill which would make an 
investment guarantee agreement a con
dition for aid. I agree with the com
mittee's statement on page 14 of its re
port that such a provision would not 
accomplish the intended purpose of pro
moting U.S. investment. On the con
trary, I think there is ample evidence, 
especially in Latin America, that such a 
provision would seriously jeopardize U.S. 
private investment. I hope our con
ferees will stand firm in oonf erence on 
dropping this very unwise provision, 
which was adopted by the HQUSe after 
brief debate, and after being rejected in 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee. 

Fifth. Guarantees involving $30.9 mil
lion have been authorized to cover ex
tended risks of U.S. private investments 
in self-liquidating pilot housing projects 
in Latin America. One nonhousing ex
tended risk guarantee has been author
ized to assist in the financing of an inte
grated petrochemical complex in Argen
tina involving five U.S. firms. 

Sixth. There has been vigorous sup
port of intermediate credit institutions. 
Since September 1951, over 1 billion in 
dollars and dollar equivalents of local 
currency has been lent to 85 institutions 
in 46 countries for relending by them to 
qualified private subborrowers in the 
fields of industry, housing, and agri
culture. 

In Colombia, for example, a dairy com
pany has completed an investment sur
vey and is proceeding with a joint 
venture to produce dairy products. A 
number of U.S. firms are considering 
partnership ventures in the fields of food 
processing', meatpacking, metalworking, 
lumber, and building materials. 

In Nigeria, another major dairy com
pany, with U.S. assistance, has com
mitted itself to make a half million dollar 
investment to build a reconstituted milk 
plant in Lagos with Nigeria partners; it 
has applied for a U.S. political risk in
vestment guaranty. 

In Thailand, a joint venture between 
a U.S. cable and wire manufacturer and 
a local Thai firm is under active nego
tiation as a direct result of U.S. efforts. 
Our foreign aid o:fflcials also are working 
with a potential investor in an aluminum 
fabricating plant in Thailand. 

In Pakistan, an investment proposal 
for a tire plant is now going forward, 
and investment survey grants have been 
approved for a carbon black plant, a ma
chine tool operation, a pulp and paper 
manufacturing plant, a plastics firm, and 
a seafood processing venture. 

What about the effect of these pro
grams on our balance of payments? A 
recent sttrvey of investments covered by 
specific risk· guaranties showed that 88 
percent of the investment was in the 
form of exports of U.S. goods-<>f equip
ment, materials, engineering-leaving 
an initial dollar outflow of 12 percent of 
the investment. In addition, we can ex-

pect not only a dollar return on these in
vestments in the future, but al.so in 
increased exparts of American compo
nents and equipment to supply these new 
factories. 

A number of other measures are being 
taken by our Government toward im
proving the local climate for investment 
and stimulating the growth of local pri
vate enterprise. These include: Work
ing with host governments to induce local 
changes and reforms in tax, tariff, mone
tary and agrarian policy; assisting in or
ganizing and :financing local investment 
centers, development institutions and 
productivity centers for identifying in
vestment opportunities, bringing to
gether local and foreign investments, 
training and assisting local businessmen 
in improving business administration; 
conducting feasibility studies to establish 
what invest~ent opportunities exist by 
industry for particular countries; con
ducting a major participant training pro
gram to provide training, and the like. 
One good example is the school of busi
ness administration being established in 
Peru by U.S. experts, which the Peruvians 
themselves will later operate. This is 
the first graduate school of business ad
ministration in all of Latin America. It 
is a pioneering step toward developing 
the entrepreneurial and business skills 
which Latin Americans need in order to 
spur the growth of private business. 

Through our foreign aid program we 
are attempting to spread by every pos
sible means a wider knowledge in the 
developing countries of what modern re
sponsible private business leadership can 
do to speed up economic development. In 
order for us to achieve the foreign aid 
goal of self-sustaining ~conomic growth, 
we must strengthen the local private sec
tor, including the role of U.S. industry, 
by applying basic American business 
principles-good pay for trained and pro
ductive workers; large volume sales on 
small net profit; mass production and 
mass consumption. The success of these 
principles in fostering economic growth, 
so amply demonstrated by our own econ
nomy, has also been demonstrated in 
recent years in the successful growth of 
the economies of Greece, Israel, Mexico, 
the Philippines and Taiwan. 

In a sense, much of our foreign aid is 
like a consumer credit operation selling 
goods on time. Foreign aid is financing 
capital projects and investments which 
will help the countries receiving aid to 
become self-supporting and . to repay 
their loans from us. After World War 
II, we provided substantial economic as
sistance to Western Europe and Japan. 
We no longer need to help those nations, 
~nd their booming economies now permit 
them to buy ever-increasing amounts of 
American goods. In the same way, our 
aid to the underdeveloped world, while 
helping to stimulate industrialization and 
the creation of a higher standard of liv
ing for millions of underprivileged peo
ple, can provide a rich new future market 
for American goods and investments. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, this 
year, at long last, I have seen an attempt 
by a few Senators to express the will and 
the desires of the American people who 
are tired of seeing their money wasted 
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on needless foreign aid programs. I 
want to take this opportunity to com
mend the gallant effort that Senator 
WAYNE MoRsE is carrying on in his effort 
to bring commonsense to our foreign aid 
program. Many of us are here support
ing him but few have shown the spirit 
and the courage that has been demon
strated by this American. I am proud 
to associate myself with him in this fight 
against this excessive authorization for 
foreign aid. Many Americans have 
wanted to phase out and eliminate our 
foreign aid program. At long last the 
Senate of the United States has had a 
few Members who have shown the cour
age to rise up and fight the big spenders 
of Washington who give away our money. 
I hope that this fight which is being 
made by a group of Senators is the begin
ning of the end for the days of the free 
spenders who have dominated the Wash
ington scene for many years. Let us 
bring commonsense back to Government. 

It is patent that the Americans have 
lost their patience with the big spend
ers who insist upon giving away millions 
of our taxpayers' dollars for programs 
that are poorly administered and lack 
realistic or practical effects beneficial to 
the citizens of the countries receiving 
the huge sums of money. 

I have voted for all the amendments 
which would bring order out of the chaos 
and the confusion that exists in our· cur
rent foreign aid program. I voted for 
the so-called powerhouse amendment 
with full realization that the cuts au
thorized in that amendment were totally 
inadequate and insufficient if a realistic 
and effective program were to be adopted. 
The need for foreign aid today bears no 
resemblance in either cause or effect to 
the justification of foreign aid in the 
late 1940's and early 1950's. 

The debate which has taken place on 
this floor in the past 2 weeks has con
clusively shown one thing to be a fact 
and that is: We cannot buy friendship. 
In administering our foreign aid pro
gram we have given money to Commu
nist countries and to neutral countries 
which have not been friendly toward us, 
but, 1n fact, have denied us when the 
chips were down. 

We have doled out since the incep
tion of our foreign aid program $104 bil
lion. Some of this money has been con
structively used to stimulate and develop 
economies of countries which were 
wrecked because of the war. . We have 
assisted many peoples and have alleviat
ed much suffering. But times have 
changed. We are no longer living in the 
1940's and 1950's. This is 1963. I_ ask 
the advocates to admit to changing times 
and realize that because a program was 
suce-essful in 1948 does not mean that it 
is good today. We have tried to convince 
ou;rselves that we are buying friend
ship, but friendship cannot be pur
chased. 

We have attempted to establish strong 
governments through our foreign aid 
gifts and yet because our foreign aid pro
gram has been mismanaged, the govern
ments we have attempted to establish 
have been mismanaged. Governments 
we have financed have been destroyed 
and taken over by other persons alien to 

our causes or persons who are eager to 
benefit personally from our foreign aid 
programs. 

Over $2 % billion, American taxpayer's 
money, has gone to the Communist gov
ernment of Yugoslavia headed by an 
avowed Communist, Marshall Tito. 
What have we done in that country 
with our money? We have not pur
chased a friend. We have not wooed 
the country from the Communist bloc. 
We have not brought freedom to its peo
ple. We have done nothing but pour 
$2 % billion down the rathole. 

our Treasury gates have been left 
wide open with the big spenders shovel
ing our American money to countries 
which will never make the needed re
forms. The welfare of the United States 
demands that we stop this shocking 
waste and the inefficient policies of our 
foreign aid program. We need to phase 
out this program. Steps must be taken 
to do that in the immediate future. The 
debate here on the Senate floor resembles 
a gigantic auction sale. We have been 
selling to the most persuasive bidder U.S. 
tax dollars. A few patriotic Senators 
have been attempting to stop the out
flow of our taxpayers' money. In order 
to stop the flow they must compromise 
with the administration's spokesmen. 
We have been compromising with the 
property rights of the American tax
payers. It is their money which has 
been the subject matter of the great 
compromise. 

Today America is faced with some se
rious problems of its own. We have an 
unemployment problem. Our economy 
is not growing at a rapid enough rate. 
Our balance of payments is creating a 
serious threat to our solvency. Our 
gold outflow is at a precarious level. Let 
us face our home problems with all our 
energies, talents, and resources. Do not 
forget that this Nation is faced with 
crises which need to be handled today. 
Generosity is a wonderful thing and I 
believe that we should give a helping 
hand when assistance is needed, but 
charity begins at home and our talents 
and resources are needed here. 

We had better use our talents and re
sources here in the United States so that 
we may develop a country which is strong 
economically and militarily. We need 
to protect our own interests. We must 
not let the State Department dictate 
economic conditions under which this 
country must operate in order to favor 
a foreign country. We must not try to 
buy friendship. · We must not let coun
tries import great quantities of mate
rials into this country in a vain effort to 
win their friendship. Let us not use 
huge sums of American taxpayers 
moneys to build giant steel mills and 
other industries in foreign countries 
which then turn around and import 
goods into this country, thus creating a 
greater unemployment problem for our 
own people. The unemployment prob
lem is bad. I think it deserves imme
diate attention. . We must take the 
shackles off our own industry if we are 
going to solve our own unemployment 
problem. I do not feel that the way to 
help ourselves in this area is to create 
great industries abroad which can com-

pete from a preferential i>osition with 
our own people. 

We are the United States of America. 
Let us keep our perspective. Let us 
maintain our Republic. We must pro
tect our own interests if we are to gain 
the leadership of the world. Until very 
recent years we were the envy of all 
Nations. But, recently we have not lived 
up to our commitments. We have ap
peased our enemies. We have shown 
weakness when strength was needed. 
We were the envy of the world because 
we had an industrial country which 
could compete and withstand the pres
sure of the whole world. We were mili
tarily strong. We had a people who 
were devoutly religious with a faith in 
their God and confidence in themselves 
and in their Government. And now look 
at us. We are now looked down upon 
by the peoples of the world because they 
look at a government which is incon
sistent and does not have a program or 
an objective. 

We have been abused by those people 
we have financed. We are ridiculed the 
world over because we attempt to buy 
friendships which are not for sale. Let 
us be realistic about foreign aid. Let 
us put our resources to building a coun
try and a Nation which can once again 
aspire to a position that is respected 
and envied the world over. 

FOREIGN AID-A SOUND INVESTMENT 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, be
fore the final vote on the foreign aid 
bill, I would like to offer a few final com
ments. I would like to comment on the 
bill itself, but more importantly on the 
treatment of the aid bill in the Senate 
this year and on the future of the for
eign aid program. 

The present situation is indeed para
doxical. All things considered, the pres
ent foreign aid program is the best
administered program we have had since 
the Marshall plan. Following the enact
ment of the Act for International De
velopment in 1961, the whole program 
was reorganized. It was placed on a 
regional basis, with a regional adminis
trator directing and coordinating all aid 
activities in one area. New personnel 
were recruited. An experienced, knowl
edgeable aid administrator was appoint
ed from the ranks of the President's 
closest collaborators. In general, this 
has left us today with an aid organiza
tion that is better tooled to do the job 
than has been the case in years. And 
yet, paradoxically, this is the very time 
Congress has heaped criticism on this 
program. 

Why this assault on the aid bill this 
year? It should be clear by now from 
the debate in the Senate that the for
eign ai~ bill this year has become a 
lightning rod for every frustration suf
fered by any Senator. . If a Congress
man or Senator is Unhappy about con
tinued high unemployment, he may give 
vent to his dissatisfaction by attacking 
the foreign aid program. If he is dis
satisfied with the inadequacy of the pub
lic works program in his State or dis
trict, he may attack the aid program. 
If he is disappointed over the failure of 
the Congress to pass a tax bill or a civil 
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rights blli, his frustration spllls over on 
the foreign aid program. If he believes 
the administration has pushed too hard 
in the field of civil rights, a healthy slap 
at foreign · aid may serve to remind the 
administration of congressional power. 
In short, the aid program is fair game 
for attacks from any source for any 
reason. 

The actions of Congress these past 
weeks also indicate a growing frustration 
with the heavy burden of the cold war. 
The foreign aid burden continues after 
15 years-and there is little prospect that 
it will disappear, because there is little 
prospect that the cold war will disappear. 

Again we are confronted with a strange 
and disturbing paradox. At the very 
time we finally appear to be winning the 
cold war, we seem to be doubting our 
own strength. At the very time the 
Communists finally seem to be giving 
way and pulling back, we also seem to be 
giving way and pulling back. 

The Communists are having trouble 
with their economy. They are cutting 
back on their foreign aid program be
cause they do not have the necessary 
resources. What a great opportunity 
this provides the United States and the 
rest of the free world. Now is not the 
time to retrench. Now is the time to use 
our own economic resources and the 
fruits of our $600 billion national in
come for a great foreign aid offensive. 

Now is the time for mobilizing all the 
resources at our command-public and 
private-yes, above all, bringing into our 
oversea economic and technical assist
ance programs the private economy of 
the United States-we must put to work 
all private enterprise resources. 

Now is the time for faith in ourselves, 
and confidence that the future belongs to 
freemen. 

As the Soviet Union cuts back on its 
commitments we should move ahead. 
Look at the way the Germans are mov
ing ahead all over the world. Some of 
the largest investments in the underde
veloped world are being made by the 
Federal Republic of Germany, many of 
them in some of the most apparently un
settled countries, such as the Congo, 
Korea, and Brazil. 

The same is true of the French Gov
ernment, which is expanding its foreign 
aid program. 

Or look at the example of the British, 
who are preparing to launch an even 
larger foreign aid program at the very 
time we are reducing ours. How para
doxical. 

It strikes me as just a bit strange that 
at the very time when our example is be
ginning to catch hold, we find ourselves 
talking about cuts. This is like cutting 
back on production just as the new 
models begin to catch on, and sales have 
started booming. 

Unfortunately, foreign aid does not 
always achieve quick results. If we have 
learned anything in the last 15 years, it 
1s that the development of less-developed 
countries requires determination-dog
ged determination. The way is often 
hard. Results are not always readily 
apparent. Change- is stubbornly slow. 
There are many disappointments and 
defeats. Mistakes are made. Errors are 

committed. Doubt sets in, and discour
agement grows. 

Then, suddenly, a sense of despair 
seems to grip the mind. Doubts become 
fears, and hopes are overcome by ques
tions. Can foreign aid ever work? Are 
there any solutions to the problems of 
development? Would we be better off 
to abolish the existing foreign aid pro
gram and start all over again? 

Many are worried, and rightly so, 
about our balance of payments. But why 
take it out on foreign aid, which con
tributes less to the balance-of-payments 
deficit than the cumulative spending of 
American tourists overseas, in fact only 
half as much? 

Others are justifiably worried about 
restrictions placed by other countries on 
American exports. But why make for
eign aid the whipping boy when 8 out 
of every 10 foreign aid dollars are spent 
on exporting U.S. goods and services? 

Why kick foreign aid, when major 
U.S. industries are benefiting materially 
from export sales financed by foreign aid 
dollars-when one-fourth of the exports 
of U.S. iron and steel companies, one
third of U.S. fertilizer exports and al
most one-fourth of U.S. railroad equip
ment, for example, are paid for by for
eign aid? 

Some are increasingly concerned, with 
good reason, about the future of consti
tutional government in countries strug
gling toward political democracy. But 
why· should the foreign aid program as 
a whole suffer because of particular 
problems encountered along the way? 

Others are troubled by the climate for 
American investment overseas and the 
effect of development in other countries 
on our own economic strength. But 
why should foreign aid be blamed for our 
economic distress and dislocation, or for 
the state of our international trade? 

Foreign aid has its problems, and they 
must be faced realistically and resolutely. 
But foreign aid should not become the 
catharsis for all the ills of the world, nor 
made the scapegoat for accumulated 
anxieties. 

No undertaking in the history of the 
human. race has posed a greater chal
lenge than the foreign aid program. The 
wonder is that we have made any prog
ress during the brief time the program 
has been in operation. It has been al
most a thousand years since the Magna 
Carta, and we are still struggling with 
basic questions of democratic govern
ment. Yet scarcely more than 10 years 
since the launching of, one of history's 
greatest human undertakings there is 
impatience with its progress. 

Life magazine, in a recent editorial on 
the Alliance for Progress entitled "The 
Latin Sky is Brighter," commented that 
the goals of the Alliance "are nothing 
less than to raise the incomes, diversify 
and integrate the economies, reform the 
tax and land structures, improve the 
health, housing and schooling, and en
large the freedom of 200 million people 
1n the next 8 years. Unlike the Mar
shall plan, which rebuilt a damaged but 
going concern, the Alliance aims to 
shape a society and an economy that 
have not existed before." 

Impatience is sometimes a virtue, and 
complacency a sin. But it takes 21 years 

before we even consider a human being 
mature enough to shoulder individual 
respansibility, and the Alliance, as the 
Life editorial says, involves nothing less 
than the building of a new society and a 
new economic system. Even in the 
space age, where time has been com
pressed beyond belief, it is foolish to ex
pect such a gigantic task to be accom
plished overnight. Ten years may seem 
to us like a long time. But measured by 
history, and by the time required to 
change whole societies, 10 years is but 
a beginning. The Alliance was never 
meant to be completed in 10 years. It 
was meant to be well underway within 
10 years. Yet there are those who are 
saying after only 2 years have passed 
since it was created that the Alliance 
cannot succeed. Truly it could not suc
ceed if this attitude were to prevail. It 
is succeeding, and I am convinced that 
it will succeed, but only if we give it our 
full and continued support now and in 
the years ahead. 

Arnold Toynbee has said that this age 
will be remembered not as the atomic age 
or even as the space age. It will be 
remembered as the age in which one
third of the human race banded together 
to help the other two-thirds. Being 
mortal and finite, being bounded in our 
understanding and in our p~rspective, we 
have diffi.culty comprehending the his
torical significance of the momentous 
events of our day and generation. We 
act by faith, reason, and conviction 
without knowing the consequences. w~ 
can see back, but we can only look. ahead. 
We can peer into the future, and try to 
take the road which leads in the right 
direction. But we comml.t an act of 
faith, in ourselves and in human destiny, 
whenever we choose one way in pref er
ence to another. 

There are many who look upon foreign 
aid as the wrong course to follow. Some 
look bac~ in sorrow, and some in anger, 
at the mlStakes made in the name of for
eign aid in the past~ Each of us, I sup
pose, might run the foreign aid program 
differently if we were in charge. And 
each of us wonders, when the roll is 
called, whether our faith in the foreign 
aid program, if faith we have, will be 
justified by the future. We see through 
a glass darkly. But unless we have faith 
in ourselves and the future; unless we 
can translate past success into future ac
tion, we will forfeit one of history's 
greatest opportunities for human good 
and advancement. 

Some day, if we live long enough, we 
will celebrate the success of the Alliance 
for Progress and of the entire foreign aid 
program, just as we celebrate now the 
great success of the Marshall plan. I 
hope I am around then, not to say "I told 
you so," but to celebrate one of the 
greatest victories in human history. I 
may allow myself one small pleasure-
the pleasure of reading back one of these 
debates, and comparing what was said 
with what happened. 

We have heard one Senator say here 
on the floor of the Senate, "If I believe 
the expenditure of this amount of money 
would stop the spread of communism, I 
would support it. But in the light of his
tory, how can any Senator ·rise on this 
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:floor and say it will stop communism?" There are countless other examples of 
We have heard another Senator say that the successes being achieved in the less
foreign aid "is the road to bankruptcy, developed countries with our help. You 
and not a very long road at that." could write a shelf full of books on the 

Someday I want to read back over te~hnical assistance achievements made 
what is being said on this bill. I want possible through U.S. aid, or on the ad
to amuse myself, as well as to console vances made in public administration. 
myself, just as I have with the state- taxation, and business administration. 
ments I have just quoted from the Sen- Countless other examples could be cited 
ate debate on the Marshall plan in 1948. in the field of cooperatives, in which I 
I want to rejoice then, as I do now, that have taken a special interest; in the 
the prophets of doom were wrong, ut- development of private enterprise 
terly wrong, in predicting such dire con- through the extension of credit; or in the 
sequences for foreign aid; in saying it development of agriculture through a 
would never work. The Marshall plan combination of technical assistance and 
was a key weapon in the defense of Eu- agricultural credit. 
rope against communism. And rather Many stories could be told about the 
than bankrupting the United States, the great achievements in the fields of health 
Marshall plan created vast new markets and education. One of the most dra
f or American business, and now has en- ma tic of these is the story of malaria 
abled Europe to join the United States eradication. During recent years the 
in helping the less developed countries. number of cases of malaria in the world 

The Marshall plan had its legion of has been cut from 350 million to less than 
· critics. But these are always with us. 100 million. In some countries malaria 
I sometimes wonder how the American has been eliminated altogether, freeing 
Constitution was ever adopted. It passed millions of people for more productive 
the New York Convention by only one lives. This is not only a great human 
vote and was ratified by a bare margin achievement. It is a great step toward 
in Virginia. How could so many virtu- developing the economic potential of 
ous and intelligent men have been wrong countries burdened with sickness and 
in 1789, and in 1948? History has not disease. In several areas of India, for 
treated them kindly. Events have not example, the return on money invested 
borne out their fears and misgivings. In in controlling malaria has been about 50 
the cold light of history they stand con- to 1 in increased industrial production, 
victed of being wrong, however sincere resulting in an increase in the Indian 
and well motivated they were at the gross national product of some $500 mil
time. lion each year. In one rich region in 

I think it is important for us to bear northern India the elimination of ma
in mind some of the remarkable im- laria increased the area of cultivated 
provements which have been made in the land by 400 percent and the production 
foreign aid program during the past 2 of food grains by 130 percent. 
years, together with some of the accom- In terms of overall economic success, 
plishments which are beginning to be a recent analysis of 41 countrtes which 
seen. Unlike the Marshall plan, of have received more than $300 million in 
course, foreign aid to the less developed ·American assistance since the beginning 
nations is a much longer, slower process. of the program, or, in the case of coun
It has taken more than 10 years to eval- tries of less than 10 million which have 
uate the success of the Marshall plan, received at least $30 per person, reveals 
and it will take considerably longer be- that 33 have achieved substantial eco
fore the results of our assistance to the nomic growth of at least 1.5 percent per 
less developed nations can be appraised. capita in increased income per year for 

I shall not attempt to recite all of the the last 5 years. Fourteen of these 
·successes we have gained in recent years. countries have achieved complete self
Almost every day there is news of some sufficiency, while another 11 have 
new achievement. Just the other day I reached .the point of adequate self
leamed about a remarkable example of sufficiency with less than 20 percent of 
the progress we are making. In India, their total investment presently being 
which is receiving more American assist- covered by foreign aid. In all 24 of the 
ance and more assistance from other countries which have achieved both sub
free world countries than any of the less stantial economic growth and adequate 
developed countries, the rate of indus- - self-sumciency, democratic political in
trial production increased from 6.4 to 8 stitutions have also been strengthened. 
percent during the year ending March Another overall measure of the suc-
1963. Some of the increases in Indian cess of our foreign aid program is the 
production are particularly amazing. increase in our trade with countries 
The production of aluminum, for exam- ·receiving our assistance. U.S. exports 

. ple, increased from 20,000 tons to 43,000 to Marshall plan countries more than 
tons, more than doubling during the doubled from 1953 to 1962. Our exports 
year. The output of machine tools, an to Japan have more than tripled since 
industry oo essential for industrial de- 1950. In 32 countries receiving 80 per
velopment, expanded by more than 50 cent of U.S. aid between 1957 and 1962, 

· percent during the year. The produc- imports from the United States have 
tion of nitrogenous fertilizers, without increased four times as fast as U.S. eco
which the Indians cannot achieve vitally nomic aid. There are many reasons why 
needed agricultural output, increased by foreign aid is in our interest. One of 
40 percent. These startling statistics these is the contribution foreign aid 
are one measure, among many. of the makes toward promoting trade. The 
strides in the underdeveloped world be- less-developed world is potentially a vast 
ing made posmble by the combination market for American goods and services. 
of local initiative and Alnerican help. Through foreign aid Alnerican business 

can achieve new opportunities for com
mercial relations with countries which 
can become good customers in the future. 

We all know that besides promoting 
· more and better trade between the less
developed countries and our own, the 
foreign aid program is also having· an 
increasingly beneficial effect on the 
American economy; Eighty percent of 
all procurement now consists of Ameri
can goods and services, and much of the 
remaining 20 percent eventually com~s 
back home. Almost every State in. the 
Union is. now beginning to experience the 
good effects of aid contracts. 

In addition to the direct benefit of 
sales, aid-financed U.S. procurement is 
also providing the opportunity for U.S. 
business to gain experience in world 
trade. Many contracts are being let to 
businesses which have never before had 
any experience, or have had very little 
experience, in selling overseas. Through 
foreign aid contracts American business
men are learning the ropes and acquir
ing the skills necessary for selling 
through regular commercial channels in 
the future. As trade replaces aid in the 
years to come, these skills, techniques 
and business contacts will prove invalu
able in enabling the American business
man to take his rightful place in the 
world market. 

There have also been great improve
ments in the organization and adminis
tration of foreign aid in the- last several 
years. The whole ::;>rogram has been re
shaped according to the new directions 
established by Congress in the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961. These include 
emphasis on long-term development 
projects within the framework of gen
eral development plans, increased efforts 
to boost the contributions of other donor 
.nations, emphasis on self-help and re
form, and greater concentration and 
selectivity. As the committee report 
states, there has been considerable prog
ress in these respects. Eighty percent' . 
of all U.S. economic assistance is now 
going to 20 countries. Eighty percent of 
all military assistance is going to 10 
countries. 

Foreign aid is also becoming more 
selective as a result of better planning 
and programing. both by our Govern
ment and by recipient governments. 
For years, one of the greatest weaknesses 
of the aid program has been the lack of 
a comprehens.ive U.S. approach to the 
problems of a country, as well as the lack 
of planning by the countries being aided. 
Until recently, most aid has been given 
on a project-by-project basis. There 
was very little intensive and systematic 
analysis of the situation in each country, 
together with analysis of ways in which 
the United States could most effectively 
. assist with development of the country. 
The procedure now being used by our aid 

·officials is ·a great improvement over the 
old system. Careful studies are made of 
each country, and comprehensive plans 
are set forth to maximize the effective
ness of U.S. assistance. Except where 
urgent political considerations are in
volved, aid is given according to develop
ment priorities established for each 
country. Careful studies are made of a 
country's progress in order to make sure 
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that U.S. aid is achieving maximum re
sults, and that the country is undertak
ing satisfactory self-help measures. 

We are now also encouraging and 
helping countries to study their problems 
and to formulate their own development 
plans. 

In the case of the Alliance for Prog
ress, every Latin American country is re
quired to submit development plans to 
an expert committee of the Organization 
of American States for review and rec
ommendation. 

Another way in which greater selec
tivity has recently been introduced into 
our foreign aid program is through agree
ments on conditions or requirements 
which must be met before aid is forth
coming. We labored for many years un
der the mistaken assumption that such 
conditions or strings on aid constituted 
interference in the domestic affairs of 
other countries, and therefore, were 
wrong. By contrast, it is now recog
nized that in order for U.S. assistance to 
be effective, agreement has to be eff ec
tive, agreement has to be reached be
tween the United States and the recip
ient country on conditions which must 
be met before aid can be made avail
able. 

Many of these changes were long over
due, and many others remain to be 
made. But there has been remarkable 
progress. 

Despite the outcry in Congress, I am 
convinced. that there is substantial sup
port in the electorate for foreign aid. 

Support for foreign aid is strong, .and 
growing stronger, in one of the most im
portant groups in American life-Amer
ican businessmen. A recent study of 
1,500 prominent businessmen by the Re
search Institute of America disclosed 
that the great majority of American busi
ness leaders consider foreign aid essen
tial for promoting a self-supporting 
and prosperous community of free na
tions. These :findings as reported in the 
General Electric Forum, were hailed as 
"revolutionary in their signiflcance"
and they are. They signify not only the 
end of economic and political isolation 
in the American business community, 
but also the existence of a new consen
sus concerning the responsibilities of 
the United States as the leader of the 
free world. 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHANGES AND IMPROVE

MENTS IN THE FOREIGN AID PROGRAM 

Before closing, I would like to make 
several comments about the redirection 
of the aid program during the next year. 
The report of the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee has already recom
mended a further concentration of the 
program and acceleration of the trend 
toward multilateralizing the aid pro
gram. I would like to concur with and 
to go beyond the committee's comments. 

If the discussion in the Senate this 
year has revealed anything, it has shown 
that the Congress is not prepared to fi
nance a farftung, multifaced aid pro
gram forever in every area of the world. 
The time has come to make a sharper 
distinction between some areas of the 
world and others and to translate this 
distinction into the machinery of the aid 
program. 

The top priority in our aid program is ress. The emphasis of the suggestion is 
and should be given to Latin America. that our aid should be channeled to
The Alliance for Progress program ward the Quilding of free groups and 
should not be merely one of four regional private enterprise in the countries aided. 
programs in the same agency. It is dif- To do this requires the mobilization of 
ferent, and on the U.S. end alone entails nongovernmental U.S. and international 
a wide variety of capital development agencies. 
loans, economic loans, social develop- Where the self-help of recipient na
ment loans and grants, and technical tions is largely confined to public en
assistance. The Alliance program in the terprise, U.S. foreign aid is creating 
U.S. Government should be more inde- "Frankensteins" which will eventually 
pendent, should be more autonomous threaten, rather than contribute to, 
than it now is. Perhaps it should be a American security. Every dollar spent 
separate agency, like the Peace Corps. in a manner which encourages free 
If this would pose too great a problem groups and institutions is a step toward 
of coordination with the State Depart- a world which is in harmony with Amer
ment, there should be some other steps ican interests and ideals. This notion 
taken to make the Alliance program is in accord with Secretary Dean Rusk's 
more autonomous, independent, and demand for an active and affirmative 
visible. policy of building the social economic 

While a large U.S. lending program and moral strength of independent na
will probably continue to be necessary tions so that they will have the capacity 
under the Alliance for Progress, more of within themselves to throw off the virus 
the capital development lending should of totalitarianism and pursue material 
be shifted to the Inter-American Bank objectives in a climate of expanding 
and other international :finance institu- freedom. It would seem to be in accord 
tions. with the present administrator's ideas. 

In other areas of the world, such a But what is needed is the practical appli
multif arious, many-sided program is cation of this idea on a sufficient scale 
unnecessary. In the Far East, our mill- to assure its practical significance. 
tary-oriented program should be grad- If nongovernment agencies are to be 
ually scaled down, just as our direct in- encouraged in countries which receive 
volvement in southeast Asia should be U.S. aid, this can be done effectively only 
gradually curtailed. in one way: by the channeling of U.S. 

In the Near East and parts of Asia like aid to a large extent through nongovern
India and Pakistan, multilateral a.gen- ment U.S. arid international agencies and 
cies can and should supply much of the by the encouragement of the develop
capital needed for large-scale develop- ment and creation of such agencies 
ment. Increasing the role of the World among the nations receiving aid. This 
Bank and IDA in promoting capital to requires the enlistment for the U.S. aid 
countries like India, Pakistan, Iran, and program of a great variety of nongov
Turkey can both provide the capital as- ernmental agencies, ranging from the 
sistance needed and, at the same time, great foundations such as Ford and 
enlist greater participation on the part Rockefeller to a multitude of small agen
of our European allies on economic par- cies concerned with health, education, 
ttcipation sorely needed. community development and many other 

In Africa we should encourage the noneconomic activities. AID has recent
Europeans to play the leading role in ly made a contract with the National 
providing economic assistance. Our Association of Settlements which will 
presence can be assured through provi- help to encourage Urban Community 
sion of technical assistance, through the Development in Venezuela to assist in 
Peace Corps, the food-for-peace pro- community developments among people 
gram, limited economic aid, and other moving from the country into Caracas. 
forms of assistance. The limited capital ·such contracts on a scale which helps 
assistance that we make available for to encourage several hundred of such 
Africa should be channeled, in part, groups every year in every country which 
through multilateral agencies, where it receives aid is the dimension needed to 
will be matched by European funds. restore U.S. foreign aid to the status it 

We ought to encourage multilateral, merits and which it needs to survive 
multinational, international banking satisfactorily in the United States of 
structures to do more of the :financing. . America and abroad. 
We can ask for proper representation on An approach to foreign aid keyed to 
the boards of these banks. We can ask such an objective on this scale would 
that Americans be included in substan- provide a substantial leverage effect for 
tial numbers in the secretariat or the foreign aid funds given AID; it would 
administrative structure, but we have to help to mobilize local and international 
come to. a recognition that direct bila- resources on a hitherto undreamed of 
teral arrangement in :financing involves scale; it would there! ore help rapidly to 
us in each country's trouble and is very, reduce the funds which the United States 
very costly. By putting our emphasis has to contribute. It would bring about 
upon the multinational organization, we the involvement of the American people 
will be able to g-et the help of others which is needed to rekindle their en
in :financing world development. Other- thusiasm for the great and noble enter
wise, we do most of it ourselves. prise which American foreign aid has 
GREATER USE OF PRIVATE GROUPS AND OTHER been in the past and can again become. 

GOVERNMENT AGENCIES This approach will remove most of the 
I would like to add one final suggestion misgivings and create a national atmos

f or consideration by AID officials. This phere in which the administration can 
has come to me in response to remarks again count on congressional support for 
I have made upon the Alliance for Prog- its foreign aid program. 
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A change of emphasis and perspective 

of this kind which wolild place what has 
been a fringe activity into the center of 
AID's policy is not easy to achieve. It 
would probably require some drastic 
changes of organization and above ~II of 
procedures. Perhaps what is needed in 
the first instance is a committee com
posed chiefiy of officers of AID, but in
cluding some outsiders from some of the 
other Government agencies in Washing
ton as well as from both private business 
and other nongovernmental organiza
tions such as some of the foundations to 
consider what . changes of organization 
and procedure would help to increase 
rapidly the eJiective encouragement 
which AID can give both to the employ
ment of United States and international 
nongovernmental institutions and enter
prises for foreign aid on a large and in
creasing scale, as well as to the develop
ment and creation of such institutions 
and enterprises among people abroad re
ceiving f oretgn a.id. 

It may not be necessary, Mr. Presi
dent, to establish another committee. 
One of the problems is that we already 
have too many committees, and that we 
take too long to do what needs to be 
done. But the proposal itself, and others 
like it, is worth considering. 

It should be clear by now to all con
cerned that some basic changes are going 
to have to be made in the foreign aid 
program in the very near future. One 
of the changes most urgently needed is 
the increased use of non-Government 
agencies, together with greater use by 
AID of other Government agencies and 
departments. 

This was the purpose of the Humphrey 
amendment to the new Foreign ·Assist
ance Act of 1961, which was adopted and 
became part of section 621 of the act. 
My amendment, which I called the 
technical-services-for-peace amend
ment read as follows: 

In providing technical assistance under 
this act 1n the field of education, health, 
housing, or agriculture the head of any such 
agency or such oftlcer shall utilize, to the 
fullest extent practicable, the facillties and 
resources of the Federal agency or agencies 
with primary responsibilities for domestic 
programs in sueh field. 

The Humphrey amendment called 
upon AID to utilize other agencies to the 
"fullest extent practicable" in carry
ing out the foreign aid program. My ob
jective, as I said at the time, was to en
list the best personnel and the finest 
facilities . available, not just in the U.S. 
Government itself, but in the entire 
country, in effectuating the purposes of 
the foreign aid program. 

Rather than enlisting new personnel 
and building up a large new body of pub
lic servants, the foreign aid agency un
der my amendment, was directed to rely 
as much as possible on the expertise and 
staffs of the existing departments and 
agencies of the Government which had 
already developed competence in par
ticular fields. For example. the Depart
ment of Agriculture has more compe
tence in the :field of conservation, land 
reform. and certain areas of agricultural 
redevelopment than any group of · peo
ple that we coul_d bring quickly jnto the 
agency~ Therefore we should call upon 

the Department and use its p~rsonnel 
facilities to the maximum extent prac-
ticable. . 

Another example is the Department of 
the Interior, which has specialists in 
many fields related to the economic de
ve1opment of the less-developed coun
tries, such as erosion control,_ reclama
tion, and irrigation. 

The U.S. Public Health Service is an
other example. It has the confidence of 
the American medical profession, and 
long ·experience with medical fields of 
importance to the less-developed coun
tries. Under my amendment the foreign 
aid agency was directed to utilize the 
Public Health Service, including the Na.
tional Institutes of Health, in carrying 
out vital programs in the international 
health field, which is so closely related 
to the goals of our foreign policy and of 
our foreign aid program. 

In offering the amendment I did not 
intend, to reduce the foreign aid agency 

· to the status of a contracting office. 
The foreign aid program has to be op
erated under the direction of the Secre
tary of State and under the direct ad
ministration of the Administrator of 
AID. Nor was I proposing the establish
ment of separate foreign aid offices by 
any of the other departments or agen
cies of Government. My proposal was 
made with the recognition that all for
eign aid activities of other Government 
agencies and departments should be con
ducted under the supervision and direc
tion of the Department of State and the . 
Agency for International Development. 

In short, Mr. President, the Humphrey 
amendment of 1961 was designed to 
strengthen AID both by enabling the 
Agency to maintain as small a staff as 
possible, and to provide maximum re
sources for the foreign assistance pro
gram by making use of all available 
talent and facilities in the Government 
and throughout the country. 

Section 621 has now been amended by 
the Senate to read as follows: 

In providing technical assistance under 
this Act, the head of any sueh agency or such 
oftlcer shall utilize, to the fullest extent 
practicable, goods and professional and other 
services from private enterprise on a contract 
basis. In such fields as education, health, 
housing, or agriculture. the facilities and 
resources of other Federal agencies shall be 
utilized when. such facilities are particularly 
or uniquely suitable for technical assistance, 
are not competitive with private enterprise, 
and can be made available without interfer
ing unduly with domestic programs. 

I supported this additional language 
to my amendment of 1961 in order to 
make it crystal clear that Congress wants 
the foreign aid agency to make greater 
use of other Government agencies and 
of all available U.S. public groups and 
organizations in carrying out the foreign 
aid program. 

As changes and improvements in the 
foreign aid program are considered, Mr. 
President, ways of implementing the de
sire of Congress to have greater use made 
of the full resources of the Government 
and of the great public organizations 
and private groups of this country must 
be· given top priority. 

It is essential for more of the foreign 
aid program to be carried out on con
tract· with public and private groups and 

organizations . and on a reimbursable 
basis by other Government agencies. 
The Agency for International Develop-

. ment itself must become less of a line 
agency and more of a staff agency if the 
foreign aid program is going to become 
a more effective expression of American 
ideals and goals, and a better vehicle for 
applying American skills and knowledge 
to the problems faced by the less-devel
oped countries. 

This has been a long and difficult de
bate. It has produced mixed results, in 
my opinion, but I hope the final result 
will be a better foreign aid program. 

There has been a great deal of criti
cism during the past 3 weeks. By and 
large this has been useful and construc
tive, as I am sure it was meant to be. 
I know that it will be received in a con
structive manner by those responsible for 
administering the program. 

But debate in the Senate is something 
like a family argument-it may give a 
misleading impression about the true 
state of affairs. Listening to the debates 
one might wonder · how committed the 
Senate is, not just to the present for
eign aid program, but to the whole con
cept of foreign aid. For this reason, I 
think it is important to end our delibera
tions with a clear affirmation. 

Let it be made clear to all the world 
that the United States does not intend to 
abandon its foreign aid program. 

The United States is deeply commit
ted to the development of a free and 
prosperous community of nations. 

The United States has supported for
eign aid for 15 years as a vital instru
ment for bringing into being this free 
community of nations. 

Let there also be no misunderstand
ing of the meaning of this debate in the \ 
Senate. 

The Senate wants the foreign aid pro
gram to be improved, to be sharpened, to 
be made more effective; but the Senate 
is not turning its back on the foreign aid 
program. The Senate is attempting to 
criticize constructively, not for the pur
pose of tearing down, but in order to 
build a program which will better serve 
the great principles of freedom and prog
ress for which it stands. 

This, the building of a better foreign 
aid program, is the task before us as 
we turn from the mistakes and the 
achievements of the past to the challenge 
of the future. The critics have had their 
day. Now let us, critics and all, reaffirm 
our support for foreign aid, and unite in 
our determination to make it work. 

Mr. President, I have a memorandum 
from the acting chief' of staff of the For
eign Relations Committee setting forth 
the major amendments to the foreign aid 
bill-S. 1276-which were adopted by the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

In addition to these amendments made 
by the committee, of course, other 
amendments have been adopted during 
debate on the fioor. 

The memorandum provides ample evi
dence of the great amount of care and 
attention given the foreign aid bill by 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. It 
also is a useful compendium of the action 
taken by the committee on policy ques
tions affecting the foreign aid program. 
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I ask unanimous consent that the 
memorandum be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the memo
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
MEMORANDUM To SENATOR HUMPHREY FROM 

PAT HOLT 

Set forth below are the major amendments 
to the administration's foreign aid bill 
(S. 1276) whi9h were adopted by the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

1. The following new paragraph was added 
to the statement of policy: 

"It is the sense of the Congress that as
sistance authorized by this act should be ex
tended to or withheld from the Government 
of South Vietnam, in the discretion of the 
President, to further the objectives of victory 
in the war against communism and the re
turn to their homeland of Americans in
volved in that struggle." 

The committee report states (p. 8) : 
"This new paragraph refiects the commit

tee's conviction that stabilization of the po
litical situation in Vietnam is of the utmost 
importance for winning the war against the 
Communist guerrillas. The committee takes 
note of the fact that there is still pending 
before it Senate Resolution 196 calling for 
discontinuance of aid to South Vietnam 
unless the Vietnamese Government puts 
needed reforms into effect. If the political 
situation in South Vietnam deteriorates 
further to the detriment of the war effort, 
the committee will be disposed to give 
further consideration to the more drastic 
steps called for by Senate Resolution 196." 

2. A new subsection was added to section 
201, relating to the Development Loan Fund, 
which reads as follows: 

"No assistance shall be furnished under 
this title unless the President determines 
that the project for which such assistance is 
requested is taken into account in the eco
nomic development of the requesting coun
try, including an analysis of current human 
and material resources, together with a pro
jection of the ultimate objectives of the 
country, and specifically provides for appro
priate participation by private enterprise." 

According to the committee report (p. 8): 
"The amendment is designed to insure 

that the projects for which development 
loans are made are directly relevant to eco
nomic development, and especially that such 
projects can be supported by the borrowing 
country's available human and material re
sources. The committee hopes through 
this amendment to avoid situations in which 
loans are made for projects beyond the tech
nical and managerial capacities of the bor-
rowing country. -

"It is also the intention of this amendment 
to encourage the greatest feasible participa
tion of private enterprise in such projects, 
where appropriate." 

3. A new subsection (b) was added to sec
tion 241, relating to development research, 
which reads as follows: 

"Funds made available to carry out this 
section may be used to conduct research in
to the problems of controlling population 
growth and to provide technical and other 
assistance to cooperating countries in car
rying out programs of population control." 

The committee report (p. 14) states: 
"Because of the profound impact of popu

lation growth on economic development, 
the committee considers it appropriate to 
provide explicit authority for the conduct 
of research and technical assistance activi
ties in this field. It is the view of the 
committee that population growth must 
be regarded as a critical factor in the devel
opment prospects of countries which receive 
development assistance from the United 
States." 

"No less than general education and tech
nical, administrative, and managerial com-

petence, the capacity of a country to main
tain a reasonable balance between popula
tion and resources is a vital factor in its 
prospects for successful economic develop
ment. It is a well-known fact that in many 
less-developed countries rapid popu~ation 
growth has substantially or entirely negated 
the benefits of U.S. economic assistance. 
Even in some countries where economic 
growth has been impressive, per capita in
come levels have remained virtually stag
nant as a result of mushrooming increases 
in population. 

"Substantial progress has been made in 
recent years in defining the preconditions of 
economic growth. To a great extent our 
economic assistance has been refocused on 
those countries which have largely fulfilled 
these preconditions. The one vital criterion 
of successful development which has been 
neglected is that of population control. The 
purpose of the committee's amendment to 
title V of the act is to encourage research 
into appropriate measures to correct this 
omission." 

4. With regard to your amendment relat
ing to aid to Latin American cooperatives, 
the committee report (p. 17) states as 
follows: 

"The committee has long been impressed 
with the constructive role which cooperatives 
can play, not only in promoting economic 
growth, but also in contributing to the 
democratic development contemplated by the 
Alliance for Progress. Iri order to give spe
cial emphasis to the importance which the 
committee assigns to the role of cooperatives, 
special provision is made in this blll for the 
use of certain foreign currencies available to 
the United States in Latin America to assist 
the cooperative movement. 

"First, a new subsection is added to sec
tion 251 of the act, which contains the gen
eral authority for the Alliance for Progress. 
This new subsection provides that the Presi
dent 'shall, when appropriate, assist in pro
moting the organization, implementation 
and growth of the cooperative movement in 
Latin America as a fundamental measure 
toward the strengthening of democratic in
stitutions and practices and economic and 
social development under the Alliance for 
Progress.' 

"Second, a new provision is inserted in 
section 253 of the act, which relates to Al
liance for Progress fiscal provisions, to make 
foreign currencies available for this pur
pose. The foreign currencies involved are 
those which have accrued as a result of loans 
which are repayable in foreign currencies. 
Most of these loans were made by the de
velopment loan fund between 1958 and 1961. 
Since the latter date, all development loans 
have been repayable in dollars. However, as 
a result of earlier development loans, the 
United States now has about $7 million in 
Latin American currencies . . This amount is 
expected to increase, as a result of repay
ments, to about $60 million over the next 
5 years. The President is authorized to re
serve up to $25 million of these currencies 
in any fiscal year for loans to cooperatives. 
These funds will be available for this our
pose without regard to section 612 of· the 
act, or of any other act which makes foreign 
currencies available only as specified in ap
propriation acts. 

"The foreign currencies to which this 
amendment applies can be used not only for 
loans to individual cooperatives but also to 
provide seed capital, should that prove de
sirable, to a central inter-American coopera
tive finance institution for relending." 

5. A new section 254 was added to title 
VI, relating to the Alliance for Progress, 
which reads as follows: 

"RESTRICTIONS ON ASSISTANCE.-None of the 
funds made available under authority of 
this Act may be used to furnish assistance 
to any country covered by this title in 
which the government has come to power 

through the forcible overthrow of a prior 
government which has been chosen in free 
and democratic elections unless the President 
determines that withholding such assist
ance would be contrary to the national in
terest." 

The committee's comments on this amend
ment (pp. 17-18) are as follows: 

"The committee has been gravely con
cerned over the number of elected govern
ments in Latin America which have been 
overthrown by force in recent months. 

"The forcible overthrow of duly elected 
governments ls a step entirely out of har
mony with the principles of the inter-Ameri
can system and of the Alliance for Progress. 
It ls difficult to see how the economic and 
social goals of the Alliance can be achieved 
in the face of such political instab111ty. 
Thus, assistance furnished to irregular gov
ernments ls unlikely to accomplish the pur
poses of the Alliance for Progress. 

"Furthermore, such assistance may very 
well encourage ambitious militaristic forces 
elsewhere in the hemisphere to believe that 
they too can carry out coups d'etat with 
impunity and continue to receive American 

· aid and otherwise to participate in the Al
liance for Progress. It is important that 
vigorous steps be taken to dispel this dan
gerous delusion. The Alliance for Progress 
is threatened from both left and right in 
Latin America. The United States has gone 
to considerable lengths to protect the Alli
ance from the threat from the left repre
sented by Castroite subversion and infiltra
tion. It is equally important that the 
Alliance be protected from the threat from 
the right represented by the ;forces of the 
ultraconservative traditional oligarchies. 

"Finally, there is at stake here the credi
bility of the United States, whose ambassa
dors, speaking for this Government, have 
repeatedly warned Latin American military 
leaders that the United States would look 
with disapproval on the overthrow of consti
tutional governments. If our word is to be 
believed in the future, we must follow 
through on these warnings by concrete steps 
to express , disapprovll-1." 

"For these reasons, the committee has 
adopted an amendment which prohibits any 
assistance under the Foreign Assistance Act 
to any country in the Alliance for Progress 
'in which the government has come to power 
through the forcible overthrow of a prior 
government which has been chosen in free 
and democratic elections.' There is an ex
ception to this prohibition in cases in which 
the President determines that withholding 
assistance would be contrary to the national 
interest. This exception is included because 
the committee believes that the President 
should have fiexibility in utUizing the foreign 
aid program as an instrument of American 
foreign policy. It 1S also included because, 
although the committee strongly disapproves 
of the overthrow of constitutional govern
ments, the committee does not consider itself 
wise enough to foresee clearly every situa
tion which may arise in the future." 

6. The committee reduced from $57.5 to 
$50 million the limitation in the existing law 
(sec. 51l(a)) on the total value of grant 
programs of defense articles for the Ameri
can Republics. In addition, the committee 
bill authorizes the use of $25 m1llion to this 
amount for assistance to an international 
mi1itary force under the control of the Or
ganization of American States. 

The committee report states: 
"Both of these changes are a reflection of 

the committee's growing concern over the 
scope and nature of the military assistance 
program in Latin America. In the past, the 
committee has sought to encourage the for
mation of an OAS military force which could 
perform peacekeeping functions in the hem
isphere. The committee is aware of the 
problems involved in the organization of 
such a force, but it is disappointed that the 
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officials with responsibility in this area have 
not shown as much ingenuity in finding ways 
to bring such a force into being as they have 
in finding reasons why the proposal is im
practical." 

7. The committee adopted an amendment 
to section 601, relating to the encouragement 
of free enterprise and private participation, 
which directs the President to take appro
priate steps to discourage nationalization, 
etc., of private investment and discrimina
tory or other actions which might impair 
the climate for new private investment. 

The committee report (p. 27) states as 
:follows: 

"The ma.in point involved here is that, 
aside from legal problems and questions of 
compensation, na.tionallzatron ls unwise 
from a purely economic point of view if it 
diverts resources from other more produc
tive purposes and if it results in discourage
ment of new private investment. The ques
tion of compensation for nationalized prop
erty is not directly related to this limited 
point and ls dealt with in section 620(e) of 
the act. 

"The law already contains many provi
sions emphasizing that the foreign assist
ance program should be administered as 
far as possible through normal commercial 
channels of trade and through private facili
ties. This is not only in keeping with tra
ditional American methods, but as a gen
eral rule is both cheaper and more e1):lcient. 
Particularly in the field of major engineer
ing services, the committee hopes that AID 
will avail itself more of the services of pri
vate firms and will not try to build up its 
own engineering staff to the degree that 
would be required if all of AID's engineer
ing work were done by AID personnel." 

8. The committee amended section 612, 
which relates to the use of foreign curren
cies, to make these currencies available, in 
certain cases, for sale to U.S. citizens for 
travel or other purposes. 

The committee report (p. 28) explains this 
amendment as follows: 

"Foreign currencies accruing under Pub
lic Law 480 are already available for sale 
to American tourists under the provisions of 
section 104(s) of that law in appropriate 
circumstances. The amendment in this bill 
to section 612 of the ForeLgn Assistance Act 
will also make available foreign currencies 

. accruing as a result of the foreign aid pro
gram. These foreign assistance currencies 
will be available, not only for tourists, but 
for other uses by U.S. citizens. 

"The amendment applies only to those 
foreign currencies which a.re in excess of the 
needs of the U.S. Government ·and which 
are not prohibited from sale to U.S. citizens 
or committed to other uses by prior agree
ments with the other country concerned. 
The dollars received from the sale of these 
cUITencies will be deposited in the Treasury 
as miscellaneous receipts. 

"To the extent that excess foreign cur
rencies can be sold to U.S. citizens for dol
lars, to pay for the foreign travel or other 
activities of those citizens, the balance-of
pa.yments position of the United States will 
be improved. This is the purpose of this 
amendment." 

9. The committee approved an amend
ment to section 620(a.)' which prohibits as
sistance to the present Government of Cuba. 
and to any country furnishing assistance to 
that Government. 

The committee report (pp. 28-29) explains 
the new language as follows: 

"The main purpose of the bill's amend
ment to section 620(a) is to deal with the 
problem of free world shipping in the Cuban 
trade. The bill prohibits assistance (except 
unper sec. 214) to any country which, by 
failing to take such steps as are appropriate, 
permits ships or aircraft under "its registry 
to carry to or from Cuba any military person
nel, or any items of primary strategic signifi-

cance, the shipment of which is embargoed 
to the Communist bloc under title I of the 
Battle Act. 

"Assistance is also prohibited if the coun
try concerned, through failure to take ap
propriate steps, permits the carriage of any 
other equipment, materials, or commodities 
to or from Cuba, unless the President deter
mines that the furnishing of assistance is 
important to the security of the United 
States and reports such determination to the 
Foreign Relations and Appropriations Com
mittees of the Senate and the Speaker of the 
House. · 

"Countries receiving assistance have 60 
days after the enactment of the Foreign As
sistance Act of 1963 to take appropriate steps. 
The prohibition applies so long as Cuba is 
governed by the Castro regime or any other 
Communist regime, and the prohibitions may 
not be waived pursuant to any other author
ity or law. In the case of nonstrategic mate
rials, the prohibition does not apply with 
respect to the fulfillment of firm commit
ments made by the United States prior to the 
date this bill becomes law. Neither does the 
prohibition apply to military sales which are 
made by the United States under the Foreign 
Assistance Act. These sales, mainly to West
ern Europe, amount to about $1 billion a. year, 
and are an important plus factor in the 
U.S. balance of payments. 

"The committee regards this amendment 
as another step to isola. te further the Castro 
regime in Cuba. Substantial progress has 
been ma.de in this direction, but the com
mittee is disappointed that a. few countries 
continue to receive assistance from the 
United States while their ships continue to 
carry goods to and from Cuba, thereby light
ening the burden which Cuba represents to 
the Soviet Union and contributing to the 
sustenance of the Castro regime." 

10. The committee ma.de several changes 
in the Hickenlooper amendment (sec. 620 
( e) ) which requires suspension of assist
ance in cases where American property has 
been expropriated without prompt and ade
quate compensation. 

The committe report (pp. 29-30) explains 
these changes as follows: 

"The existing law covers not only national
ization, expropriation, and seizure of owner
ship or control, but also discriminatory taxes, 
other exactions, and 'restrictive maintenance 
or operational conditions, which have the ef
fect of' nationalization, expropriation, or 
seizure of control. This is broadened to in
clude 'other actions' having the same ef
fect. 

"The committee has added the phrase 
'other actions' because it has been concerned 
over recurring reports of actions which cer
tain governments are either proposing or 
initiating and which can perhaps best be de
scribed as creeping expropriation. These 
other actions include, for example, unusual
ly high taxes which are perhaps not dis
criminatory in a technical sense but which 
are tantamount to confiscation or which at 
least raise a serious question of their con
fiscatory effect. The committee intends for 
confiscation to be construed broadly and not 
in a narrow technical sense. 

"The committee has also been concerned · 
about the a.t'!;itude which certain foreign 
governments have taken toward existing con
tracts with American companies, even 
though these contracts may have been nego
tiated several years ago in good faith by an 
earner regime. To meet this problem the 
committee has added a new subparagraph 
which brings section 620(e) into play when
ever a foreign government- 'has ta.ken steps 
to repudiate or nullify existing contracts or 
agreements with any United States citizen or 
any corporation, partnership, or association 
not less than 50 per centum beneficially 
owned by the United States citizens'." 

"Under the existing law, assistance is sus
pended when a country which has taken 
the actions described in the preceding para-

graphs fails to provide 'equitable and speedy 
compensation for such pr9perty in con
vertible foreign exchange.' This is changed 
so as to require 'speedy compensation for 
such property in convertible foreign ex
change, equivalent to the full value thereof.' 

"The bill also adds a provision which au
thorizes the Foreign Claims Settlement Com
mission, upon request of the President, to 
evaluate property which has been expropri
ated or subjected to other discriminatory 
actions and to na.ke an advisory report to 
the President. The Commission is to a.ct 
within 90 days of the President's request. 
Its advisory report is to be made available to 
the owner of the property, but is not to be 
otherwise published unless authorized by 
the President. Appropriations, as may be 
necessary, are authorized to enable the Com
mission to carry out this new function. 

"In view of the injection of the Commis
sion into the process, the provisions of the 
present law relating to the deadline for 
suspension of assistance a.re amended. The 
deadline is now 6 months after the expro
priation or other discriminatory action. 
The bill retains this . deadline, but provides 
that, in case the matter is referred to the 
Foreign Claims Settlement Commission, the 
deadline is to be 20 days after the report of 
the Commission is received. If the Presi
dent does refer the matter to the Commission, 
he must do so soon enough so that the 
matter can be settled within the overall 6-
month time limit. 

Finally, the existing law provides only 
for the termination of assistance furnished 
under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
as amended. The committee bill provides 
also for the termination of assistance under 
any other act, in the circumstances de
scribed by section 620(e). This would ex
tend the sanctions of the section to such 
activities and agencies as Public Law 480, 
the Export-Import Bank, and the Peace 
Corps. 

"The committee has been gratified by the 
experience under section 620 ( e) since it was 
made a part of the law last year. At lea.st 
one major expropriation case has been set
tled which, in the committee's judgment, 
probably would not have been settled in the 
absence of section 620 ( e) . Several other 
expropriations or discriminatory actions have 
been a.voided. In only one case has the sec
tion operated to suspend assistance . 

"The revisions which the committee now 
proposes tighten the existing law somewhat, 
broaden its provisions, and provide the Pres
ident, in his discretion, with the resources 
and experience of the Foreign Claims Settle
ment Commission.'' 

11. The committee added a new subsection 
to section 620 which provides: 

"No assistance shall be furnished on a 
grant basis under this Act to any economi
cally developed nation capable of sustaining 
its own defense burden and economic growth, 
except ( 1) to fulfill firm commitments ma.de 
prior to July 1, 1963, or (2) additional orien
tation and training expenses under paragraph 
II hereof during fiscal year 1964 in an a.mount 
not to exceed $1,000,000." 

The committee report (p. 30) states as 
follows: 

"Grant assistanc~ to developed countrie.s 
has been substantially reduced and in many 
cases eliminated, but the process has not gone 
as fa.st as the committee thinks it should. 
The committee recognizes, however, that 
there are some cases of prior commitments, 
ma.inly in regard to military assistance, which 
have not yet been entirely fulfilled. These 
include, among others, a ~ilitary assistance 
cost-sharing agreement with Norway. 

"The committee also recognizes the value 
of limited military orientation and training 
programs for officers of developed countries. 
These programs are an important factor in 
sales of military equipment amounting to 
approximately •1 billion a year, and are in 



21980 ~ONGRESSIONM.. RE~ORD - SENA TE November 15 
reality a 'business expense' of the Defense 
Department. The amendment makes an 
exception for programs of th1s nature. Fur
ther, it wlll not preclude :financing of m111-
tary tralnlng and orientation courses by the 
Defense Department under other appropria
tions if considered desirable and possible. 

"The question arises as to what is an 'eco
nomically developed nation capable of sus
taining its own defense burden and eco
nomic growth.' The committee belleves this 
to be a matter of reasonable judgment. The 
amendment is intended to cover the coun
tries o! Western Europe, among others. 

"In view of the speclftc U.S. base rights in 
Spa.in and Portugal the comm! ttee does not 
intend this amendment to apply to these two 
countries. However, the committee is 
strongly of the view that the United States 
has been generous in its grants-in-aid to 
Spain and Portugal and that in the future 
these programs should be progressively re· 
duced with a view toward termination. 

"Neither does the committee intend the 
amendment . to apply to NATO cooperative 
enterprises involving the furnishing of mlli
tary and technological information, licenses 
of Government owned or controlled inven
tions, and liaison by members of the Armed 
Forces." 

12. The committee also added a new sub
section to section 620 which provides: 

"No assistance under this Act shall be fur
nished for projects establishing or otherwise 
assisting Government-owned manufacturing, 
utllity~ merchandising, or processing enter
prises in any country or area, except where it 
clearly appears that goods or services of the 
same general class are not or cannot be ade
quately provided by private bl.tsinesses lo
cated within such country or area." 

The committee report (pp. 31-32) states 
that the committee agrees with the con
clusion of the Clay Committee that the 
United States should not aid a free govern
ment in establishing government-owned in
dustrial and commercial enterprises which 
compete wtih existing private endeavors. 

The committee report adds: 
"At the same time, the committee realizes 

that there are instances in which needed 
goods or services either are not or cannot be 
adequately provided by private businesses. 
In such instances, it may be appropriate to 
assist in the establishment of government
owned enterprises. The question .of what is 
'adequate' is a matter of judgment and will 
have to be determined in individual cases by 
the responsible officials of tbe executive 
branch. The committee intends the word 
to be construed so as to promote the most 
efficient use of limited resources for invest
ment in projects designed to contribute to 
economic growth. The committee notes in 
addition that relatively llttle assistance has 
in fact been extended by AID to government 
owned enterprises competing with private 
firms, but the committee felt it desirable to 
make certain as nearly as possible that this 
does not occur in the future." 

13. The committee adopted an amend
ment relating to interest rates on loans 
which ts explained in the report (pp. 34-35) 
as follows: 

"The committee blll contains an amend• 
ment which fixes minimum terms for loans 
made under part I, which deals witb eco
nomic aaslstance. The existing law leaves 
the question of these terms to the discre
tion of the President, and under current 
practice the softest terms are three-fourths 
of 1 percent interest and a maximum matur
ity of 40 years, with a. grace period of 10 yea.rs 
as to repayment of principal. 

''Under the terms of the amendment 
adopted by the committee the minim.um in
terest.rate will be three-fourths of 1 percent 
for the ftrst 5 years a.ncl 2 percent thereafter. 

"The grace period on repayment of princi
pal will be reduced to 5 yea.rs from the date 

of disbursement, and repayment on an 
amortized basis will be required within SO 
years a.fter the grace period. Loans which 
may be made to the International Develop
ment Association under authority of section 
205 a.re exempt from these ne\V terms. 

"Although the amendment adopted by the 
committee represents a substantial harden
ing of loan terms compared to current U.S. 
practice, the terms required by the committee 
amendment are stlll substantially softer 
than those offered by any other free world 
capital exporting country. This was one of 
the reasons wlilch led the committee to adopt 
the amendment. The committee ls encour
aged by recent moves on the part of some 
Western European countries, particularly 
the United Kingdom, to reduce interest rates 
and lengthen maturity. The executive 
branch should take every opportunity to 
urge our European friends to do even more 
in this respect. 

"Another reason the committee adopted 
this amendment ls that it felt it could no 
longer justify three-fourths of 1 percent, 40-
year loans in view of the U.S. budgetary and 
balance-of-payments position. The higher 
interest rates and shorter maturity required 
by this amendment will serve to reduce the 
long-term cost of the foreign aid program to 
the United States. 

"It should be made clear that the terms 
fixed in this amendment are minimum 
terms. In cases in which the borrowing 
country's capacity to repay permits, loon 
terms should be more realistic and should 
more nearly re.fleet, insofar as possible, the 
actual cost of the loan to the United States. 
Furthermore, the committee expects the 
executive branch to include renegotiation 
prov.lsions in loan agreements so that in
terest rates may be raised as the economy 
of the borrowing country improves. 

"Historically, U.S. aid policy has evolved 
from a program of almost all grants through 
a program of soft loans repayable in for
eign currencies into a prograni of dollar re
payable loans. The amendment made by 
this section will carry this evolution a step 
further." 

14. The committee approved an amend
ment to section 635, relating to genera.I au
thorities, which provides: 

"(1) No loan or grant in excess of $100,-
000,000, and no agreement .obligating or 
committing the United States to make a loan 
or grant in excess of $100,000,000, for the 
financing of any particular project shall be 
made or entered into under part I unless 
such loan, grant or commitment shall have 
been .specifically submitted to the Congress 
and specifically approved by Congress." 

The committee report (p. 86)- states: 
"This amendment ts designed to assure 

advance congressional review of these large 
projects. 

"There are not, in fact, many individual 
projects of this magnitude. Where one ts 
seriously proposed, its magnitude alone would 
indicate the most careful review in which 
Congress should specifically participate. 

"It should be emphasized that the amend
ment applles only to individual projects. It 
does not apply to programs. The distinction 
is that the program in a country might em
brace a number of individual projects, each 
Qf which would be less than $100 million al
. though collectively they might total sub
stantially in excess of that amount. 

"Neither would the amendment apply to 
individual projects which are .financed. by a:p. 
international consortium if the U.S. she.re of 
the financing ts less than $100 mlllion, even 
though the total cost of the project is in 
excess of that ... 

15. The committee adopted an amend
ment to include ftsh products within the 
definition of a "surplus agricultural com
modity." 

The committee report (p. 41) reads as 
follows: 

4 'The committee adopted an amendment 
to section 106 of Public Law 480 (the Agri
cultural Trade Development and Assistance 
Act of 1954) to make it possible to lnclude 
fish 1n the food-for-peace program upon a 
:finding by the Secretary of the Interior that 
a domestically produced fishery product is in 
excess .of domestic requlrements, adequate 
carryover, and anticipated exports for dol
lars. The amendment applies only to titles 
I and IV of Public Law 480. and wlll there
fore not make fish available for grant pro
grams under title II. For purposes of title 
I, which authorizes sales for foreign cur
rencies, the amendment will become-effective 
January 1., 1965. 

"There have been occasions when foreign 
governments have asked for canned ftsh 
products under the food-for-peace program 
to supply protein deficiencies. This amend
ment wlll make it possible to meet these re
quests to the extent that ftshe-ry products 
may be in surplus. The amendment will put 
ftsh on the same basis as frozen beef, canned 
pork, canned hams, variety meats, and fruit. 

"The effective date for purposes of title I 
is postponed until January 1, 1965. because 
the present authority under title I extends 
through December 31, 1964, and was in
tended to include only surplus agricultural 
products at the time it was enacted." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? On this ques
tion the yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. CARLSON <when his name was 
called). I have a live pair with the 
senior Senator from Nebraska !Mr. 
HRUSKA]. If he were present and 
voting, he would vote "nay." If I were 
at liberty to vote, I would vote "yea." I 
therefore withhold my vote. 

Mr. JOHNSTON <when his name was 
called) . On this vote I have a pair with 
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
McGoVERNl. If he were present and 
voting, he would vote "yea." If I were 
at liberty to vote, I would vote "nay." I 
withhold my vote. 

Mr. LONG of Missouri <when his name 
was called) .. On this .vote I have a pair 
with the Senator from Louisiana CMr. 
LONGl. If he were present and voting, 
he would vote "nay." If I were at lib
erty to vote, I would vote "yea. H I with
hold my vote. 

Mr. TALMADGE <when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the senior Senator from West Virginia 
C~. RANDOLPH]. If he were present and 
voting. he would vote "yea." If I were 
at liberty to vote, I would vote ""nay." I 
theref ove withhold my vote. 

Mr. WALTERS (when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the Senator from Louisiana CMr. EL
LENDER]. If he were present and voting, 
he would vote "nay." If I were at liberty 
to vote, I would vote "yea." I therefore 
withhold my vote. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota <when 
his name was called). I have a pair with 
the junior Senator from Washington 
CMr. JACKSON]. If·he were present and 
voting, he would vote "y~a." If I were 
·at llberty to vote, I would vote "nay." ·I 
withhold my vote. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that 

the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON], the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator from Wash
ington· CMr. JACKSON], the Senator from 
Louisiana CMr. LoNGl, the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON]' the Sen
ator from South Dakota [Mr. McGov
ERN], the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Mossl, and the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. STENNIS] are absent on official busi
ness. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
California [Mr. ENGLE] is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH] is 
necessarily absent. 

On this vote, the Senator from Utah 
CMr. Mossl is paired with the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS]. If pres
ent and voting, the Senator from Utah 
would vote "yea," and the Senator from 
Mississippi would vote "nay." 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from California 
CMr. ENGLE] and the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON] would each 
vote "yea." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senators from Nebraska [Mr. CURTIS and 
Mr. HRUSKA] are absent on official busi
ness. 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
MORTON] and the Senator from Dela
ware [Mr. WILLIAMS] are necessarily 
absent. 

The pair of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. HRUSKA] has been previously an
nounced. 

On this vote, the Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. MORTON] is paired with the 
Senator from Nebraska CMr. CURTIS]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Kentucky would vote "yea,'' and the Sen
ator from Nebraska would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 63, 
nays 17, as follows: 

Aiken 
Allott 
Bartlett 
Bayh 
Beall 
Boggs 
Brewster 
Burdick 
Byrd, W. Va.. 
Cannon 
Case 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Dominick 
Douglas 
Edmondson 
Fong 

Bennett 
Bible 
Byrd, Va. 
Eastland 
Ervin 
Goldwater 

[No. 239 Leg.] 
YEAB-63 

Fulbright 
Gore 
Gruening 
Ha.rt 
Hartke 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Holland 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Ja.vits 
Keating 
Kennedy 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Mansfield 
McCarthy 
McGee 
Mcintyre 
McNamara 

NAYS-17 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
McClellan 
Mechem 
Morse 
Mundt 

Metcalf 
Miller 
Monroney 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Neuberger 
Pa.store 
Pearson 
Pell 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Ribicoff 
Sa.ltonsta.11 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Symington 
Willla.ms, N .J. 
Yarborough 
Young, Ohio 

Robertson 
Russell 
Simpson 
Thurmond 
Tower 

NOT VOTING-20 
Anderson Johnston 
Carlson Long, Mo. 
Curtis Long, La. 

·Ellender Magnuson 
Engle McGovern 
Hruska. Morton 
Jackson Moss 

So the bill (H.R. 7885 > 

Randolph 
Stennis 
Talmadge 
Walters 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N. Da.k. 

was passed. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Secre
tary of the Senate be authorized, in the 
engrossment of the Senate amendment 
to H.R. 7885, to make certain technical 
changes, correct any grammatical er
rors, and make changes in section num
bers. 

The PRESIDING. OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the bill be 
printed showing the Senate amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate insist on its 
amendment and request a conference 
with the House of Representatives there
on, and that the Chair appoint the con
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Offi.cer appointed Mr. FuL
BRIGHT, Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. HUMPHREY, 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER, and Mr. AIKEN con
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I 

should like to ask the majority leader 
about the schedule for the remainder of 
the day, and also for next week. 

ORDER FOR RECESS TO MONDAY NEXT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in 
response to the question raised by my 
distinguished friend, the minority lead
er, I ask unanimous consent that when 
the Senate recesses today, it recess to 
meet at 12 o'clock noon, Monday next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Calendar 
No. 621, S. 1561, be laid before the Sen
ate and made the pending business. It 
is anticipated that it will pass very short
ly. I understand there is no objection 
to it. 

Then we shall take up Calendar No. 
609, H.R. 7431, the District of Columbia 
appropriations bill, which will be the 
pending business, to be considered on 
Monday. 

There will be no further votes today. 
So far as the remainder of the sched

ule is concerned, on Monday it is ex
pected that the District of Columbia 
appropriation bill will be followed by 
Calendar No. 614, H.R. 6001, the Wauke
gan b111; Calendar No. 617, S. 298, and 
Calendar No. 618, s. 1309, the small 
business bills; also the braceros bill; the 
conference report on the legislative ap
propriations bill; H.R. 8747, the inde
pendent offices ·appropriation bill; and 
the air pollution bills H.R. 6001 and 
s. 432. 

S. 2265, the library service bill will 
also be brought up next week. 

Those bills will be brought up next 
week, but not necessarily in that se-

quence, except for the first two men
tioned. 

There will be no further votes today. 
There is one little bill to be considered. 
That is about it. 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING THE 
SESSIONS OF THE SENATE NEXT 
WEEK 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in 

view of the unusual procedure under
taken by the Senate this afternoon, and 
with the full concurrence of the minor
ity leader, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Committee on Banking and Cur
rency be authorized to hold hearings on 
the Mundt bill during the sessions of the 
Senate next week. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

THE MEXICAN FARM LABOR 
PROGRAM 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, on 
October 31, the House approved a 1-year 
extension oi the Mexican farm labor 
bill. The House version eliminates the 
language which was adopted when the 
Senate passed on this legislation on 
August 15. The bill which passed the 
Senate provided minimal protection for 
American migrant workers. It is my 
understanding that Senators who op
posed the reforms which were included 
in the Senate bill will move to bypass 
taking this measure to conference, and 
plan to move to have the Senate concur 
with the House language when that bill 
is brought up before the Senate on 
Monday. 

It is my opinion that the bill should 
go to conference. In the course of the 
consideration of the proposed legislation 
in August, 2 or 3 days were spent in 
debate. Three or four yea-and-nay 
votes were held on the question of 
whether American migrant workers were 
to receive the same protection under the 
law that the Mexican farm laborers are 
afforded. The Senate, by a single vote, 
after long debate and a series of yea
and-nay votes, determined that these 
protections should be written into the 
law. 

It will be argued, of course, that be
cause the majority was a simple one of 
one vote, it is more or less meaningless, 
and, secondly, that we should surrender 
to the House of Representatives, I as
sume, if we do have a conference, even 
before the conferees reach the rotunda. 
At least this would have been a test by 
way of representing the Senate's position 
in a contest with the House. 

The proposal will be made that we 
not even go to conference and attempt 
some kind of accommodation or recon
ciliation. In my opinion, the appropri
ate procedure in handling this measure, 
involving a significant difference be
tween the House and Senate versions, 
is to hold a conference. 

In the course of the debate on the 
foreign aid authorization bill and other 
measures which have recently been be
fore the Senate, the argument has been 
strongly made that the House position 
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ahould not be accepted by the Senate, 
and that we should not surrender our 
position to the House on the 1loor of 
the Senate. 

I am sure that when the measure 
comes up, some of the Senators who 
advocated that stand w1Il be among 
those who will say, "Why not accept 
the House version?" They will not want 
to give a majority of the Senate who 
voted for the version passed by the Sen
ate on August 15 the courtesy, even, of 
going to a conference. 

From the time the Mexican farm 
labor bill was proposed in 1951, the farm 
labor program has been highly contro
versial, and it has become more so in 
recent years. The House itself has been 
almost equally divided, not on the ques
tion of whether American workers 
should be given protection, but on the 
question of whether the program should 
be continued under any circumstances. 

Two weeks ago the House approved 
an extension by a vote of 173 to 158, but 
earlier in the session the House killed a 
bill providing for a '2-year extension by 
a vote of 174to158. 

I assume, if we are to plal' the numbers 
game, it will be argued that we should 
not go to conference because the Senate 
approved a protective measure by a 
margin of 1 vote; therefore, we could 
just as well argue that the House had 
2 separate votes, one in which 174 Mem
bers said there should be no extension 
of the program at all, and yet another 
vote, in which the House said, by 173 
votes, that there should be an extension. 

So far as the single-vote difference is 
concerned, if we jump a period of sev
eral months in the House, it would ap
pear that the issue before the conference 
committee would be whether one vote in 
the Senate in favor of the program is 
worth more than one vote in the House 
against the program. I assume the ratio 
should be at least 4 to 1; and therefore 
on the basis of numbers alone the senior 
members of the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry•should at least be will
ing to go to conference in an attempt to 
arrive at a compromise, if they are not 
willing to accept the language in the 
Senate version. 

Both the House and Senate versions 
provide for a 1-year extension, but the 
Senate bill takes a step toward protect
ing the rights of American citizens. It 
provides that growers desiring to import 
Mexican nationals must first make a 
limited e:tfort to recruit domestic work
ers. The Senate bill does not, of course, 
require growers to do anything; it only 
states that if they want to secure 
braceros they must first offer terms re
garding workmen's compensation, hous
ing, transportation, and work period 
guarantees comparable to those they 
offer Mexican nationals. 

This is certainly a reasonable condi
tion. It does not guarantee that Ameri-
can workers will get all the benefits now 
given to Mexican nationals under the 
program. It provides only limited pro
tection for domestic workers. Under the 
Senate provisions, growers with an 
established need will still be able to get 
Mexican nationals if domestic workers 
are unavailable. 

The Mexican farm labor program is 
opposed by church groups and many 
civic groups. The opposition of the 
church leaders now and ln the past ls 
based on a deeply held conviction that 
this is a moral as well as an economic 
and social issue. I do not believe that 
anyone has ever suggested that the 
church groups have any motivation ex
,cept the clear and honest one of protect
ing the rights of underprivlliged citizens. 

Representatives of many religious 
groups have programs to assist migratory 
laborers. They see firsthand the suffer
ing and privation under which these citi
zens live and work. They are opposed to 
extending this program of importing for
eign workers to compete with these ne
glected citizens for jobs and wages. 

Church leaders may not always be ex
perienced in economics, but they know 
human suffering and neglect when they 
see it. They know that something is 
wrong with the system when over the 
years as many as 400,000 foreign work
ers have been brought annually to com
pete with our own citizens who are al
ready at the bottom of the economic 
ladder. 

They know that something is wrong 
when hundreds of thousands of citizens 
are forced to drift from place to place, 
hopefully looking for work but suffer
ing from extensive seasonal unemploy
ment, earning low wages, being forced 
to live in substandard housing, and their 
children receiving only a scattering of 
formal education. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD a few of the letters I received 
from church and other leaders when S. 
1703 was scheduled for Senate action last 
summer. I also ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECORD an edito
rial entitled "Defeat for the Migrants," 
published in the New York Times of No
vember 3, 1963, and an editorial entitled 
''Stoop Labor," published in the Wash
ington Post of November 2, 1963, which 
urged that the Senate bill be upheld. 

There being no objection, the letters 
and the editorials were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

NATIONAL COUNCU. 01' THE 

CHURCHES 01' CHRIST 
IN THE U.S.A., 

New York, N.Y., JuZy 29, 1963. 
Hon. EUGENE J. McCARTHY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR McCARTHY: I enclose a 
statement Of the general boa.rd of the Na
tional OOuncll of Churches entitled, "Reso
lution Regarding the Future of the Mexican 
Agricultural Worker Importation Program 
(Public Law 78, 82d Cong.)." 

This resolution, adopted in February 1960, 
reflects the long experience of the National 
Council Of Churches through its Ministry to 
Migrants. This led us to the conviction tha-t 
the Mexican farmworker importation pro
gram, ln1:iroduced ais a wartime emergency 
measure and continued year after year long 
after the emergency had ceased, should be 
gradually eliminated during a specified 
_phaseout period. 

Since that time the widespread introduc
tion Of mechanization has resulted in an 
automatic phaseout process in which the 
number of braceros brought into the coun
try has decreased each year. This fact, to
gether with the widespread and increasing 

unemployment among both farm and other 
workers in this country, has reenforced the 
conviction that the lmporta.t.ton program 
should not be a.gain extended. 

I am .senc11ng this to y<>u for rour ln!or
mation on a matter ot public interest before 
the Congress at thla time. We believe you 
will be interested to know of the principles 
relating to this issue adopted by this body 
Of men and women from our churches and 
the accompanying brief statement of reasons 
therefor. 

Sincerely yours, 
CAMERON P. HALL. 

--· 
BISHOPS' COMMIT'J.'Zl!: l'OR 

MIGRANT WORKERS, 
Chicago, In., JuZy 30, 1963. 

Hon. EUGENE J. McCARTHY, 
U.S. Senate, Senate Offece BuilcUng, Wash

ington, D.C. 
DEAK SENATOR: It has come to my atten

tion that there 1a an effort being made to 
have the Senate approve a 1-year extension 
of Public Law 78-Senate bill 1703, and that 
this is being done without any hearings. I 
am shocked and surprised 1! this be the 
truth. 

With the present ra_te of µnemployment 
growing constantly because of automation 
and with the threatened railroad strike on 
our hands, it is difficult to understand the 
mind of the Senate asking for .a 1-year ex
tension of Public Law 78, which has long 
since outlived its utllity and necessity, 1! it 
ever had such. 

Our committee is united with many other 
civic and religious groups, labor organiza
tions, etc., that have fully studied and 
fought against Public Law 78. 

We urge your cooperation in bringing jus
tice to American workers by holding the 
line against any further extension of this 
law. 

Sincerely, 
Rev. RALPH J. DUGGAN. 

NATIONAL CATHOLIC RURAL 
LIFE 00NFERENC!l, 

Washington, D.C., Ju.Zy 29, 1963. 
Hon. EuGENE J. McCARTHY, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O. . 

DEAR SENATOR McCARTHY: It is my under
standing that S. 1708, the bill to extend 
the Mexican farm labor program for 1 year, 
is expected to come to the Senate fioor very 
soon, perhaps in the next day or two. 

Those of us who oppose the extension of 
the bracero program are both astonished and 
disappointed that legislation rejected by the 
House should be rushed to the Senate fioor 
without hearings. On a matter as contro
versial as this it seems essential that all In
terested parties should have the opportunity 
to have their views heard. 

Particularly ls this true of the many 
church bodies which have long and uncom
promisingly opposed the bracero program. 
To mention only Catholic organizations, the 
following have repeatedly gone on record as 
opposed to any extension o! Public Law 78: 
the ·National Catholic Rural Life Confer
ence; the Social Action Department, NCWC; 
the Bishops' Committee for Migrant Work
ers; the Bishops' Committee for the Spanish 
Speaking; the National Council of Cathollo 
Men: the National Council of Catholic 
Women; and the National Federation of 
Catholic College Students. A list as long 
and as weighty could be given of Protestant 
and other church groups as well as innumer
able other citizen organizations. 

Surely the unanimous voice of virtually 
everyone except the handful of bracero
uslng employers and their spokesmen should 
be heard. · 

I appeal, therefore, to you, Senator, to 
add your voice and vote to the effort to end 
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this program once and for all. With every 
good w1sh I remain, 

Very sincerely yours, 
Rev. JAllJ:S L. VIZZABD, S.J., 

Director of Washington Office. 

MINNESOTA MIGRANT 
COMMITI'EB OP THE MINNESOTA 

COUNCIL OP CHURCHES, 
MinneapoZU, Minn., July 29, 1963. 

Hon. EuGENZ McCARTHY, 
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building, Wash

ington, D .C. 
MY DEAR SENATOR McCARTHY: Working 

with the approximately 9,000 migrant work
ers who came to Minnesota again this sum
mer, and seeing how much of the time they 
must spend without work in our State, is 
convincing evidence that there is much to be 
desired for improvement in "their labor mar
ket." In four areas of migrant concentra
tion in our State, workers have spent many 
days without work due, they say, to too many 
workers being available and recruited for the 
work to be done. 

It ls alarming to me to hear that a new 
measure, Senate Bill 1703, will be reported 
to the fioor very hastily in an attempt to 
extend Public Law 78 for 1 year. I feel this 
ls not in the interest of the citizens of our 
Nation who are migrants, nor is it in the 
interest of many producers across our land. 
It, if passed, will help a small minority of 
growers at the expense of justice to many. 

I am writing this letter urging you to up
hold the progress made in the discontinuance 
of Public Law 78 some weeks ago. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE K. TJADEN, 

State Director, Ministry to Migrants, 
Minnesota Council of Churches. 

NATIONAL ADVISORY COM:Ml.TTEB 
ON FARM LABoR, 

July 29, 1963. 
DEAR SENATOR McCARTHY: When the House, 

on May 29, voted down efforts to extend Pub
lic Law 78 for 2 years, they were responding 
to the overwhelming. evidence presented in 
opposition to any extension of the Mexican 
farm labor program. 

Enclosed for your attention ls a copy of a 
letter signed by 44 prominent leaders in all 
walks of life and sent to each Member of the 
House prior to this vote. The arguments 
stated in this letter stlll hold true. 

Furthermore, there ts no validity to the 
argument that a "sudden" cutoff of braceros 
would work undue hardship on their em
ployers. With no further extension of Pub
lic Law 78, this program has another 5 
months to run. This ls ample time in which 
to improve wages and working and living 
conditions, and to set up procedures to 
recruit qualified domestic farmworkers. 

The action of the Senate Agriculture and 
Forestry Committee in reporting out S. 1703, 
a 1-year extension of-Public Law 78, without 
any public ltearings was unconscionable. 
This 1-year blll, regarded by some as a com
promise, is no compromise at all, but an 
att.empt by a comparative few large growers 
to extend a program for which there ls no 
justification. 

Sincerely yours, 
FAY BENNETT, 

Executive Secretary. 

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
ON PARM LABOR, 

May 24, 1963. 
(Copy of letter individually addressed to 

all Representatives.) 
Public Law 78, providing for the importa

tion of Mexican farmworkers, will expire at 
the end of 1968 if no action to extend it is 
taken by Congress. We urge you to bring 
this program to an end by voting against 
H.R. 5497 or any similar blll introduced to 
extend the program. 

CIX--1384 

This contract labor program was adopted 
as an emergency measure ln 1951, when man
power needs were crucial. But now the pro
portion of all American farmers using 
Mexican braceros has dropped to less than 1 
percent. The number of braceros used in 
1962 was 38 percent less th.an in 1961; Cali
fornia accounted for 53 percent of the total 
man-months of Mexican labor and Texas for 
26 percent. · It has clearly become a program 
for the benefit of a few. 

One of the worst results of the Mexican 
program through the years ls that lt has 
tended to become self-perpetuating, as large 
growers have come to rely upon it for their 
labor needs. The existence of an inexhausti
ble pool of low-paid workers destroys the 
competition which would encourage employ
ers to make jobs attractive in terms of wages 
and working conditions. Artificial shortages 
of farmworkers have occurred when growers, 
knowing they could fall back on Mexican 
baceros, have failed to offer a decent living 
wage to available domestic workers. Despite 
minor reforms passed by the 87th Congress 
and Department of Labor efforts for better 
enforcement of existing regulations, adverse 
effects on domestic farmworkers continue. 

Moreover, increasing mechanization of 
agriculture ls regularly reducing the jobs 
available to agricultural workers. In 1962 
total employment of seasonal hired farm, 
workers declined for the third successive 
year; so did the number of days worked by 
individual farm laborers. 

Farmworkers also found fewer sources of 
nonfarm work last year. Lack of farm em
ployment ls forcing their migration to the 
cities, where the need for unskilled workers 
continues to decline. Surely there ls no 
justiflcation for the importation of foreign 
workers at a time of rapidly declining oppor
tunities in unskilled and semiskilled em
ployment both on and off the farm. 

That domestic agricultural workers can 
fill the need ls shown in the area.$ where the 
employment service and growers cooperate 
through the annual worker plan. This pro
vides the growers with a stable and efficient 
supply of domestic workers without recourse 
to foreign recruitment, and at the same time 
provides :the workers with fuller employ
ment, through planned routing to meet the 
growers' seasonal demands. 

We submit that any industry in the coun
try would have a labor shortage if it offered 
wages below the national minimum; seasonal 
and irregular work without unemployment 
compensation; unhealthy working and living 
conditions; and few of the benefits of social 
legislation enjoyed by other workers. We 
believe these conditions in American agri
culture are perpetuated by the existence of 
a foreign contract labor system based on sub
standard wages. 

Ending the inequities fac~ by American 
farmworkers wlll end any artiflcial labor 
shortages which have been created. In the 
name of both justice and commonsense the 
Mexican program should be allowed to expire. 

Sincerely yours, 
Dr. Louis H. Bean, Joseph A. Beirne, 

James B. Carey, Patrick P. Crowley, 
Helen Gahagan Douglas, Rev. Ralph J. 
Duggan, John Anson Ford, Dr. L. H. 
Foster, Prof. Walter Galenson, Rabbi 
Roland B. Glttelsohn, Rev. Donald S. 
Harrington, Henry B. Herman, Rt. Rev. 
Msgr. George G. Higgins, Robert W. 
Hudgens, Joseph D. Keenan, Ra.bbl 
Edward E. Klein, Dr. Harry W. Laidler, 
Rabbi Eugene J. Lipman, Dr. Seymour 
M. Lipset, Bishop John Wesley Lord, 
Dr. Isador Lubin, Archbishop Robert E. 
Lucey, Rev. Alan McCoy, O.F.M., Rev. 
Dr. Robert J. McCracken, Dr. John A. 
Mackay, Dr. Benjamin E. Mays, Dr. 
Reinhold Niebuhr, Dr. Peter H. Ode
gard, Bishop Jam.es A. Pike, Prof. 
Daniel H. Pollltt, Very Rev. Msgr. Wil
liam J. Quinn, A. Phillp Randolph, 

Robert Ryan, Dore Schary, Rev. Roger 
L. Shinn, Rabbi Samuel D. Soskin, 
Norman Thomas, Frederick B. Van 
Dyke, Dr. Maurice T. van Hecke, Rev. 
James L. Vizza.rd, S.J., Rev. John A. 
Wagner, Dr. Galen R. Weaver, Rabbi 
Jacob J. Weinstein, and Walter P. 
Reuther. 

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 2, 19631 
STOOP LABOR 

The House of Representatives let itself be 
horn-swoggled by a farm lobby that wants to 
maintain a supply of cheap peasant labor. 
It passed a blll on Thursday providing for a 
1-year extension of Public Law 78, the so
called Mexican farm labor program. Last 
May, in an exhibition of good morals, good 
economics, and good sense, the House de
feated a blll for a 2-year extension of the 
program, bringing to a.ti end at long last, 
it was hoped, an exploitation of Mexican 
stoop labor which served to deny employ
ment to American farmworkers. 

In August, the Senate voted to extend 
Public Law 78 for 1 year-but with an 
amendment providing that Mexican workers 
may not be recruited for hire on American 
farms until the Secretary of Labor finds that 
reasonable efforts have been made to attract 
domestic workers for the available jobs at 
wages and hours and with workmen's com
pensation, housing, transportation, and work 
period guarantees equal to those offered the 
braceros. 

The House ignored this amendment. We 
hope the Senate_ will insist upon it. The 
farm lobby doesn't like it, of course, because 
it would raise the costs, while improving the 
conditions, of farm labor. But without it, 
the extension of the bracero program 
amounts to little better than a perpetuation 
of peonage. If the blll comes t.o him without 
the Senate amendment, President Kennedy 
1>Ught to -veto it in simple justice to the 
tragically deprived American migrant farm
workers. 

[From the New York Times, Nov. S, 1963) 
DEFEAT FOR THE MIGRANTS 

Once again the corporate farm interests 
in California, Texas, and Arizona are on their 
way to using Congress as an instrument for 
depressing the wages and working conditions 
of America's most exploited workers--the 
half mlllion migratory farm laborers and 
their families. 

The House of Representativea 6 months 
ago voted to klll the program under which 
hundreds of thousands of Mexicans are 
brought in each year to supply cheap labor 
for the harvesting of U.S. crops. Now the 
House has been induced to reverse itself. It 
has voted a 1-year extension, devoid even 
of the strings the Senate attached when it 
approved a similar extension in August. 

Under the Senate blll, benefits equal to 
those guaranteed the Mexicans in such areas 
as housing, workmen's compensation, and 
transportation would have to be offered to 
domestic workers as well. The House dis
pensed with even this meager safeguard 
when the program for importing braceros 
came up for a second look. The chances 
seem strong that the Senate wlll now consent 
to the same unreserved extension of the old 
law. 

With national unemployment frozen at a 
rate of more than 5 percent, the continued 
importation of foreign workers to aid a com
parative handful of large corporate farmers 
ts unconscionable. The Senate ought to 
exercise the opportunity the House action 
gives it to scrap the entire program. If it 
sends it forward, the responsibility for a veto 
wlll be the President's. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, the 
Sena.te bill incorporates recommenda
tions made by the administration as the 
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condition under which the Department 
would support a 1-year extension. After 
the recent House action, I inquired about 
the administration's position and re
ceived from Secretary of Labor Wirtz a 
letter stating that the administration is 
opposed to the 1-year extension, unless 
amendments are included, recommended 
by the Department, to protect domestic 
workers. These are the recommenda
tions which were included in the Senate 
version. If our information is correct, 
the advocates of this program hope to 
have them dropped on the floor of the 
Senate without so much as even taking 
them to conference. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD a letter to me from Secretary of 
Labor Wirtz under date of November 1, 
1963. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY. 

Washington, D .C., November 1, 1963. 
Hon. EUGENE McCARTHY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR McCARTHY: This is in re
sponse to your inquiry requesting a state
ment describ_ing the administration's posi
tion on the extension of Public Law 78. 

The administration has continued to main
tain the position I indicated before the 
House Subcommittee on Equipment, Sup
plies, and Manpower of the Committee on 
Agriculture on March 27. We support a 1-
year extension, provided the act is amended 
to require employers seeking to obtain Mexi
can workers to demonstrate that they have 
offered to domestic workers workmen's com
pensation or occupational insurance cover
age, housing, and transportation expenses 
equivalent to that furnished Mexican work
ers. 

We are opposed to an extension without 
these amendments. · 

Yours sincerely, 
W. WILLARD WIRTZ, 

Secretary of Labor. 

Mr. McCARTHY. I intend to oppose 
the motion, if it is made, that the Senate 
accept the House version, and to move 
to take this matter to conference. It is 
my hope that if a motion to go to con
ference is rejected, a majority of the 
Senate will stand by the position which 
they took last August and refuse even 
to extend this program !Or another year. 
What we have asked for in the way of 
protection for American migratory work
ers is well within the limits of reason. 
It is hard for me to understand why 
those who are supporting the program 
seem unwilling to provide that Ameri
can migrant workers be given at least 
a minimum of consideration, of decency, 
and of reason before they seek to have 
Mexican nationals compete in this area 
in which competition is most intense and 
in which the standards of living, work
ing conditions, and wages are the worst 
of any segment of the American econ
omy. 

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES HEALTH 
BENEFITS ACT OF 1959 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar 621, S. 1561. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
1561) to amend the Federal Employees 
Health Benefits Act of 1959. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Montana. · 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill, 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service 
with amendments on page 2, after line 
2, to insert: 

( 4) Section 2 ( e) is repealed. 

At the beginning of line 4, to strike 
.out "(4)" and insert "(5) "; in line 5, 
after the word "after", to strike out 
""or" in line 6," and insert ""or", the 
last word in the paragraph, the follow
ing:"; after line 9, to insert: . 

( 6) Section 3 is amended by adding the 
following subsection: 

"(g) Any annuitant (including an indi
vidual receiving monthly compensation as a 
result of injury sustained prior to the effec
tive date specified in section 16 and who 
would be an annuitant if the injury or 111-
ness had been sustained or contracted on 
or after that date) who at the time he be
came an annuitant shall have been enrolled 
in a health benefits plan under this Act and 
who at the time he became an annuitant 
was ineligible to continue his enrollment 
may, upon his application before July 1, 
1964, and under such other conditions of eli
gibility as the Commission may by regula
tion prescribe, prospectively enroll in an 
approved health benefits plan described in 
section 4 either as an individual or for self 
and family." 

On page 3, at the beginning of line 
1, to strike out "(5)" and insert "(7) "; 
in line 4, after the word "contract", to 
strike out "term," and insert "term"; at 
the beginning of line 9, to strike out 
" < 6) " and insert " < 8) "; at the beginning 
of line 12, to strike out "(7)" and insert 
"(9) "; after line 13, to insert: 

(10) Section 7(a) (1) is amended by in
serting the word "and" at the end of clause 
(A) and by striking out the following: 
"(other than as provided in clause (C) of 
this paragraph), and (C) not less than $1.75 
or more than $2.50 biweekly for a female 
employee or annuitant enrolled for self and 
family including a nondependent husband". 

At the beginning of line 20, to strike 
out "(8)" and insert "(11) "; on page 4. 
line 3, after the word "subscription", to 
strike out "charge, except that if a non
dependent husband is a member of the 
family of a female employee or annui
tant who is enrolled for herself and 
family the contribution of the Govern
ment shall be 30 per centum of such 
subscription"; after line 7, to strike out: 

(9) Section (8b) ls amended by the addi
tion of the following: 

"Whenever a contract with a plan approved 
under section 4(3) or 4(4) is terminated, 
the contingency reserve credited to that 
plan shall be credited to the contingency 
reserves of the plans continuing under this 
Act for the contract term following that in 
which terxnination occurs, each reserve to be 
credited in proportion to the amount of the 
premiums paid and accrued to the plan for 
the year of termination." 

And, in lieu thereof, to insert: 
(12) Section 8(b) is amended by insert

ing after the first sentence thereof, the fol
lowing new sentences: 

"The Commission, from time to time and 
in such amounts as it co~sider$ appropriate, 
may transfer unused funds for administra
tive expenses to the contingency reserves of 
the plans then under contract with the Com
mission. When funds are so transferred, 
each contingency reserve shall be credited in 
proportion to the total amount of the sub
scription charges paid and accrued to the 
plan for the contract term immediately pre
ceding the contract term in which the trans
fer is made." 

. On page 5, a.fter line 2, to insert: 
( 13) Section 8 is amended by adding the 

following subsection: 
""(d) (1) Whenever the assets, liabilities 

and membership of employee organizations 
sponsoring or underwriting plans approved 
under section 4(3) have been or are here
after merged, the assets (including contin
gency reserves) and liabilities of the plans 
sponsored or underwritten by the merged 
organizations shall, at the beginning of the 
contract term next following the date of the 
merger or enactment of this subsection, be 
transferred to the plan sponsored or under
:wrttten by the successor organization. Each 
employee or annuitant hereafter affected by 
a merger shall also be transferred to the 
plan sponsored or underwritten by the suc
cessor organization unless he enrolls in an
other plan under this Act. 

"(2) Except as provided in paragraph (1) 
of this subsection, whenever a plan described 
under section 4(3) or 4(4) is or has been 
discontinued under this Act, the contingency 
reserve of that plan· shall be credited to 
the contingency reserves of the plans con
tinuing under this A.ct for the contract term 
following that in which termination occurs, 
each reserve to be credited in proportion to 
the amount of the subscription charges paid 
and accrued to the plan for the year of 
termination." 

On page 6, at the beginning of line 1, 
to strike out "(10)" and insert "(14) "; 
at the beginning of line 2, to strike out 
""Any" and insert" "(c) Any''; in line 7, 
after the word "though". to strike out 
"such" and insert "his", and after line 9, 
to insert a new section, as follows: 

SEC. 2. Paragraphs 4, 10, and 11 of section 
1 shall take effect on the first day of the 
first period which begins at least ninety days 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

So as to make the bill read: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Federal Employees Health Benefits Act of 
1959 (5 U.S.C. 3001-3014) is hereby a.mended 
as follows: 

(1) Section 2(.c) (3) is amended by strik
ing the words "as a result of injury sustained 
or illness contracted on or after such date of 
enactment". 

( 2) Section 2 ( c) ( 4) is amended by striking 
the words "on account of injury sustained or 
illness contracted on or after such date of 
enactment". 

(3) Section 2(d) is a.mended by inserting, 
after "stepchild", ", foster child,". 

(4) Section 2(e) ls repealed. 
(5) Section 3(b) (1) is amended by insert

ing, after "or", the last word in the para
graph, the following: "(C) the full period or 
periods of service beginning with the enroll
ment which became effective not later than 
December 31, 1963, and ending with the date 
on which he becomes an annuitant, or". 

( 6) Section 3 is amended by adding the 
following subsection: 

"(g) Any annuitant (including an indi
vidual receiving monthly compensation as a 
result of injury sustained prior to the effec
tive date specified in section 16 and who 
would be an annuitant if the injury or illness 
had been sustained or contracted on or after 
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that date) who at the time he became an 
annuitant shall have been enrolled ln a 
health benefits plan under thts· Act am:l who 
at the time he became an annuitant was 
ineligible to continue his enrollment may, 
upon his application before July 1, 1964, and 
under such other conditions of ellgibility as 
the Commission may by regulation prescribe, 
prospectively enroll in an approved health 
benefits plan described in section 4 either as 
an individual or for self and family." 

(7) Section 6(d) ts amended by the addi
tion of a sentence reading as follows: 

"The Commission may terminate the con
tract of any carrier effective at the end of a 
contract term if the Commission finds that 
at no time during the preceding two con
tract terms did the carrier have three hun
dred or more employees and annuitants (ex
clusive of family members) enrolled for its 
plan." 

(8) Section 6(f) is amended by placing a 
period after the word "contract" ln the last 
sentence and striking the remainder of the 
sentence. 

(9) Section 6(g) is amended by striking", 
at the option of the employee or annuitant,". 

(10) Section 7(a) (1) ls amended by in
serting the word "and" at the end of c~ause 
(A) and by striking out the following: 
"(other than as provided 1n clause (C) of 
this paragraph), and (C) not less than $1.75 
or more than $2.50 biweekly for a female em
ployee or annuitant enrolled for self and 
family including a nondependent ;tiusband"-_ 

( 11) Section 7 (a) ( 2) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(2) For an employee or annuitant en
rolled in a plan described under section 4 
(3) or (4) for which the biweekly subscrip
tion charge ls less than twice the Govern
ment contribution establisned under para
graph ( 1) of this subsection, the Govern
ment contribution shall be 50 per centlllll of 
the subscription charge." 

(12) Section B(b) ls amended by inserting 
after the first sentence thereof, the follow
ing new sentences: 

"The Commission, from time to time ' and 
ln such amounts as it considers appropriate, 
may transfer unused funds for administra
tive expenses to the contingency reserves of 
the plans then under contract with the Com
mission. When funds are so transferred, 
each contingency ·reserve shall be credited 
in proportion to the total amount of the 
subscription charges paid and accrued to the 
plan for the contract term immediately pre
ceding the contract term in which tlle trans-
fer is made." ·· 

( 13) Section 8 is amended by adding the 
following subsection: 

"(d) (1) Whenever the assets, liabilities 
and membership of employee organizations 
sponsoring or underwriting plans approved 
under section 4(8) have been or are here
after merged, the assets (including contin
gency reserves) and liabilities of the plans 
sponsored or underwritten by the merged 
organizations shall, at the beginning of the 
contract term next foliowing the date of the 
merger or enactment of this subsection, be 
transferred to the plan sponsored or under
written by the successor organization. Each 
employee or annuitant hereafter affected 
by a merger shall also be transferred to the 
plan sponsored or underwritten by the suc
cessor organization unless he enrolls in an
other plan under this Act. 

.. (2) Except as provided in paragraph (1) 
of this subsection, whenever a plan described 
under section 4(8) or 4(4) ts or has been 
discontinued under this Act, the contin
gency reserve of that plan shall be credited 
to the contingency reserves of the plans con
tinuing under this Act !or the contract term 
following that in which termination occurs, 
each reserve to be credited in proportion to 
the amount of the subscription charges paid 
and accrued to the plan for the year of 
termination." 

(14) Section lO(c) 1.s amended to read as 
follows: 

"(c) Any employee enrolled in a plan un
der this Act who ls removed or suspended 
without pay and later reinstated or restored 
to · duty on the ground· that such removal or 
suspension was unjustified or unwarranted 
may, at his option, enroll as a new employee 
or have his eoverage restored to the same 
extent and effect as though his removal or 
suspension had not taken place with appro
priate adjustments made in contributions 
and claims." 

SEC. 2. Paragraphs 4, 10, and 11 of section 
1 shall take effect on the first day of the 
first period which begins at least ninety 
days after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, does 
the chairman of the committee wish to 
make an explanation of the bill? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, the 
pending bill was reported to the full com
mittee after hearings before the Sub
committee on Health Benefits and Life 
Insurance conducted by the distin
guished Senator from West Virginia CMr. 
RANDOLPH]. At this time I wish to pay 
tribute to him for his leadership in the 
consideration of this legislation. The 
bill comes to the Senate by the unani
mous vote of the full committee. The 
bill amends certain features of the pres
ent act in order to improve the adminis
tration of such act, and incorporates new 
features which the committee felt were 
desirable. The cost will be approXi-
ma tely $3 million. ' 

One of the committee amendments 
eliminates the disparity between the 
amount the Government contributes to 
health insurance premiums for married 
female employees and other employees, 
which ls only proper. The bill also in
cludes foster children under family en
rollment if they are living in a regular 
parent-child relationship. 

There should be no strong oppasition 
to the bill. The bill was introduced by 
me, and a number of corrections of the 
present law were propased by the dis
tinguished Senator from Kansas CMr. 
CARLSON]. . 

Mr. CARL.SON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield1? 

Mr. JOHNSToN. I yield. 
Mr. CARLSON. The Federal Em

ployees Health Benefits Act of 1959 hlilS 
been one of the most beneficial acts 
passed by Congress for the benefit of 
Federal workers. The operation of the 
program has· demonstrated that a few 
changes would be in the interest of Fed
eral employees, .and that is the purpose of 

'the bill. The b111 contains several 
amendments affecting various phases of 
the statute. All of them are helpful. 

Not only do I approve the bill; I en
dorse it thoroughly, and hope the Senate 
will pass it unanimously. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the commit
tee amendments be agreed to en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, this 
program is one of the most far reaching 
and beneficial in the history of the Fed
eral service. It is now serving 2 million 
employees plus 4 million family mem
bers. I have heard very little criticism 
of the entire program since it became 
effective. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to insert in the RECORD a brief anal
ysis which I have prepared on this bill. 

There being no objection, the analysis 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ANALYSIS OF S. 1561 
A b111 to amend the Federal Employees 

Health Benefits Act of 1959 to simplify ad
ministration of the act -and correct certain 
Inequities in the program. 

STATEMENT 

Paragraphs 1 and 2 would permit enrolled 
employees to continue their insurance while 
receiving employee's compensation even 
though the original injury necessitating com
pensation occurred prior to the effective date 
of the act. 

Paragraph S would include foster children 
under family enrollment if they are llving in 
a regular parent-child relationship. Pres
ently, a foster child (an unadopted niece, 
grandchild, or minor brother or sister, et 
cetera) is not eligible for coverage. 

•Paragraphs 4, 10, and part of paragraph 11 
would eliminate the discrlminatton against 
married women in respect to the contribution 
made by the Government toward their in
surance premium. Under thi11 provision, the 
Government would contribute the same 
amount as it contributes to married male 
employees for self-and-family coverage. 

•Paragraphs 5 and 6 would allow previously 
retired employees who did not have an oppor
tunity to carry their health insurance into 
retirement (because of restrictive provisions 
in the 1959 act) to do so. This would operate 
retrqactively only to those employees who 
had health insurance coverage at the time 
of their retirement, but had not been en
rolled for 5 years, or had not enrolled at 
their first opportunity. 

Paragraph 7 would 11.uthorize the Commis
sion to terminate the health insurance con
tracts of carriers having fewer than SOO 
Federal employee members when such can
cellation ts considered in the best interests 
of the program, and when another health in
surance plan of a similar kind is available 
for those employees who belong to the plan 
affected. 

Paragraph 8 would eliminate the require
ment that the Commission review and ap
prove conversion contracts. The Commis
sion has f.ound this requirement administra
tively ditncult and unnecessary. 

Paragraph 9 eliminates the requirement 
that a conversion plan otter a cancellable 
contract. No cancellable contract has ever 
been requested by an employee. 

Paragraph · 10 has been discussed with par
agraph 4. 

Paragraph 11 would prevent the Govern
ment's contribution to health insurance from 
inadvertently exceeding 50 percent of pre
mium coats. This would have no effect upon 
a subsequent determination by Congress that 
the Government's contribution should be 
increased. . 

Paragraph ta would permit the Commis
sion to transfer excess funds set aside for an 
administrative reserve fund to the contin
gency reserve funds of the individual plans. 
The Commission has found that the 1 per
cent of employee contributions required to 
be set aside for administrative reserve is 
excessive. 
•p~agraph 13 would permit the reserve 

funds of one plan to be transferred to a suc
cessor plan when employee organizations 
merge. A case in point is the mergers which 
led to the organization of the United Fed
eration of Postal Clerks. Its predecessors 
had insurance plans, one of which had ac
cumulated assets of approximately $186,000. 
Under preva111ng law, this money cannot be 
transferred to the new plan and used for 
the benefit of its members, many of whom 

•Amendment. 
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belonged to the predecessor organization. 
The Comniission favors this solution to the 
problem. 

Paragraph 13 would also provide for the 
orderly disposition of the contingency re
serve of a discontinued plan, by stipulating 
that it shall be credited proportionately to 
the contingency reserves of other plans con
tinuing in the program. 

Paragraph 14 would allow an employee 
who has been restored to his position after 
wrongful removal to elect whether to pay for 
health insurance for the period during which 
he was removed, or. to choose not to buy 
retroactive coverage. Under present law, 
such an employee is required· to buy retro
active coverage, even though he may have 
had no medical expenses during the period. 

Section 2 would allow Government payroll 
o~cers adequate time to prepare for the 
changes made by eliminating the contribu
tion discrimination against married female 
employees. 

COST 

The estimated cost of equalizing coverage 
as between men and women is $3 million 
per annum. The other amendments, the 
Commission estimates, will result in minor 
reductions in administrative expenses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
be no amendment to be proposed, the 
question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRI
ATIONS, 1964 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 609, H.R. 
7431, the District of Columbia Appro
priations bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The· LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R. 
7431) making appropriations for the 
government of the District of Columbia 
and other activities chargeable in whole 
or in part against the revenues of said 
District for the :fiscal year ending June 
30, 1964, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator fro'm Minnesota. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill, 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Appropriations with amend
ments. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
District of Columbia appropriations bill 
will be the pending business when the 
Senate reconvenes on Monday next. 

With relation to the appropriations 
bill for the Government of the District 
of Columbia, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed at this point in the RECORD 
a letter to the editor of the Washington 
Post, signed by Inabel B. Lindsay, dean of 
the School of Social Work, Howard Uni
versity. The letter was also signed by 
25 members of the faculty of the school 
of social work. The letter is entitled 
"Dependent Children." 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEPENDENT CHILDREN 

We as professional social workers feel com
pelled to express our concern at the denial 

of aid to dependent children who happen to 
have unemployed parents. 

When the Social Security Act was passed in 
1935, it reflected that stage in our national 
development when we as a nation went on 
record as believing that income maintenance 
was a national problem and responsibility. 
This action indicated once and for all that 
the individual, the city and State could no 
longer be expected to solve the problems of 
income maintenance singlehandedly. 

The 1962 amendments to the Social Se
curity Act set forth the sound objectives of 
strengthening of family life, prevention of 
social and family breakdown and rehabilita
tion in those cases where breakdown had oc
curred. Such objectives are not only in keep
ing with the humane principles of a dem
ocratic society but represent enlightened eco
nomic philosophy. 

The national economy will thrive as more 
children have access to educational and voca
tional opportunities to flt them for produc
tive citizenship in the Nation. On the other 
hand, the economy ls not only currently bur
dened by high cost of institutional support 
for these unfortunate children, but stores up 
for itself future economic burdens of care 
for those unequipped for self-care. 

As social workers, we have firsthand knowl
edge of the consequences of poverty and de
privation and are shocked and dismayed that 
the unemployed and underprivileged in the 
District of Columbia are denied access to 
the very programs available to those in like 
circumstances in more farsighted areas. 

We note that the excuse offered by the 
chairman of the District Subcommittee of 
the Senate Appropriations Committee ls that 
.the District unemployment rate ls too low 
to justify such a program here. Facts do 
not support this. Of the 15 States (as of 
October) with a program of aid to unem
ployed parents, 7 have rates equal to or 
less than that of the District of Colum
bia which has an estimated rate of 5 to 6 
percent in its city area, as distinct from the 
metropolitan area. Even greater disparities 
would be evident if data were complied on 
a census tract basis. 

The chlldren in the city precincts get 
just as hungry as those in the outlying 
precincts. Their parents are just as ambi
tious for them as the parents in the more 
privileged areas are for their chlldren. If 
this program of Aid to Families of Depend
ent Children who are unlucky enough to 
have able-bodied but unemployed parents 
is defeated, this defeat ,denies the Yalidity 
not only of the basic national co~cern for 
family maintenance but also the national 
concern about serious problems stemming in 
large measure from poverty. Poor school at
tendance, juvenlle delinquency, and chlld 
health are among these problems for the 
treatment of which, important Federal pro
grams have been inaugurated. 

We urge that the entire membership of 
the Senate Appropriations Committee take 
a new look at the proposal to extend aid to 
unemployed parents which was outlined by 

·the Director of the Department of Public 
Welfare in the recent hearings. We remind 
them that the children of these families wlll 
grow up to pay taxes, perhaps to give mtll
tary service, and even, please God, to vote. 

INABEL B. LINDSAY, 
Dean, School of Social Work, Howard 

University. 
WASHINGTON. 
(This letter was also signed by 25 mem

bers of the faculty of the School of Social 
Work.) 

THE SOCIAL CHRISTIANS OF 
VENEZUELA 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
·ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the RECORD an article en-

titled ''The Social Christians," written 
by Rowland Evans and Robert Novak, 
and published in the Washington Post 
of October 23, 1963. The article relates 
to the activity of the Christian Demo
cratic Party in Venezuela. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE SOCIAL CHRISTIANS 

(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak) 
CARACAS, VENEZUELA.-The future of Vene

zuela may depend not so much on the army 
and police flushing out Communist terror
ists as on a little publicized crusade by liberal 
Catholics to wean the nation's youth away 
from communism. 

Copel, Venezuela's Social Christian Party 
and junior partner in President Romulo 
Betancourt's coalition government, is chal
lenging Communist domination of the coun
try's students, and with considerable suc
cess. The Social Christians have won control 
of the state universities at Maracaibo and 
Valencia and are running a close second to 
Communists at Caracas Central University, 
the staging center for the anti-Nixon riots 
in 1958. 

Nor is the clash between communism and 
liberal Catholicism limited to Venezuela. 
Throughout Latin America, Social Christians 
comprise the one anti-Communist force that 
talks the heady, id.ealistic language of youth. 

The college student, who has exerted dis
proportionate influence in Latin politics for 
a long time, is now the focal point of the 
hemisphere's subversive movements. Mos
cow and Havana have failed to subvert labor, 
peasants, or even slum dwellers. They rely 
on the student. 

This reliance has become absolute in Vene
zuela, where one of every four college stu
dents ls pro-Communist. Furthermore, 
these young men and women form the core 
of terrorist uni ts and often spend their 
vacations fighting as guerrillas in the hills. 
These youthful bomb throwers include the 
very Venezuelans who ought to be the coun
try's fut\lre leaders. 

The son of one anti-Communist state gov-
. ernor is a Communist guerrilla in the Falcon 

Mountains. The daughter of one of Presi
dent Betancourt's personal .associates is a 
Communist terrorist in Caracas. The list 
goes ori. and on. · 

Special factors encourage the gravitation 
of Venezuelan youth toward communism. 
The 1952-58 dictatorship of Gen. Marcos 
Perez Jimenez concentrated on persecuting 
its democratic opposition-but let Commu
nists run wild. As a result, they thoroughly 
infiltrated the faculties of universities and 
normal schools. The madcap provisional 
government that followed Perez Jimenez's 
fall compounded the damage by granting 
Central University an autonomy that makes 
it a sanctuary for subversives. 

Even without this assistance, however, the 
Communists would be doing well enough 
with young Venezuelans. Latin America's 
middle-class young intellectuals are tor
mented by the poverty and social injustice 
they see everywhere. They want an easy an
swer. The Communists give it to them. 

Certainly, these students derive little in
spiration from Betancourt's Accion Demo
cratica (AD) Party. AD's magnificent po
litical machine probably will push a lack
luster candidate to victory in the December 
1 election to succeed Betancourt (who is 
barred by the constitution from another 
term). But AD would run poorly in a poll 
of students. 

Founded a generation ago as a revolution
ary Marxist party, AD has dropped most of its 
socialist trappings. When it expelled its 
pro-Communists in 1960, most of AD's youth 
went with them. It is today an unexciting, 
mildly liberal party of older men, who prefer 
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ornate offices in Miraflores Palace to launch-
ing crusades. · 

Not so the Social Christians. True, they 
cannot match the Communists and offer 
students the thrill of swaggering off to battle 
with a submachinegun. But they do offer 
social revolutionary doctrine to transform 
Venezuelan society. The Cope Party, orga
nized in 1946 as a conservative clerical party, 
is well left of center today. Its youth is par
ticularly suspicious of private enterprise, 
specifically American business "imperialism." 

Naturally enough then not all anti-Com
munists here are overjoyed with the rise of 
the Social Christians. Parish priests im
ported :from Spain and conservative mem
bers of the Catholic hierarchy are appalled. 
American businessmen (plus some staffers 
from the U.S. Embassy) would much prefer 
the emergence of a middle-class party sup
porting private enterprise, but that kind of 
party would be anathema to Venezuelan 
youth. 

And no matter how much the radicalism of 
the Social Christians here may annoy Wash
ington, they can be counted on to take a 
hard line against communism. That's no 
small assurance in Latin America today. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
article tells us a great deal about what 
is taking place in that part of the world. 
It is good reading for those of us who 
are vitally ~nterested in the foreign aid 
bill. . 

WHAT EVERYBODY WANTS TO 
KNOW ABOUT DEFICIT SPENDING 
Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, in 

1781 Alexander Hamilton, a conservative 
in his time, said that "a national debt, if 
it is not excessive, will be to us a national 
blessing." 

Deficit spending has been, as Hamilton 
so wisely said it could .. be, a national 
blessing. Without deficit spending-by 
both Government and industry-our 
country could never be, nor could it have 
become, the mighty entity that it is to
day. 

Why then is deficit spending by the 
Federal Government so widely criticized? 
I suggest that it is because of a lack of 
full understanding of the economics that 
lie behind such financial policy. The 
theory of deficit spending is difficult to 
explain to the layman. Anything that is 
difficult to explain is easy to attack with
out fear of retaliation. The conservative 
organs take advantage of this weakness 
and continually harp about the alleged 
evils of deficit spending by our Federal 
Government. 

The summer 1963 issue of the Montana 
Business Quarterly. published by the 
School of Business Administration at 
Montana State University, carried an 
article by Dr. Robert F. Wallace, profes
sor of economics and chairman of the 
Department of Economics of Montana 
State University, entitled "What Every
body Wants To Know About Deficit 
Spending." This article, which might 
have been more appropriately entitled 
"What Everyone Should Know About 
Deficit Spending," explains .with precise
ness and clarity just what Hamilton was 
talking about so many years ago-how 
.deficit spending is a national blessing. 

As Dr. Paul B. Blomgren, director of 
the Bureau of Business and Economic 
Research and dean of the School of 
Business Administration, points out in an 

introductory statement to this summer 
issue of the Quarterly, certain criteria 
must be met by articles before they will 
be published. He writes that: 

The article must treait the subject matter 
in a thoughtful and thought-provoking 
manner. Facts .and figures used in the arti
cle must be documented as to source • • • 
statements of conclusions must be reason
ably supported by the facts presentElci or be 
a logical possible result of the reasoning 
presented • • • the articles must be read
able, with a minimum of technical terms. 

These criteria further substantiate the 
validity, reliability and integrity of this 
article by Dr. Wallace, a former pro
fessor at the Universities of Kansas, 
Michigan State, Washington State, and 
Minnesota. 

Here are a few excerpts from Dr. 
Wallace's article which should interest 
all of us: 

spending. A more authoritative docu
mentary explanation of deficit spending 
written in the layman's language could 
hardly be found. 

The timeliness of the article, in light 
of the urging of many to cut spending 
before cutting taxes, cannot be denied. 

Mr. President, if there is no objection, 
I ask that the article by Dr. Wallace be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
WHAT EVERYBODY WANTS To KNOW .ABOUT 

DEFICIT SPENDING 

(By Robert F. Wallace, chairman, Depart
ment of Economics, Montana State Unlver
sl ty, Missoula) 
When the practical man reads that the 

President's proposed tax cut is purposely 
planned to create a deliberate budgetary 
deficit, he is quite naturally puzzled. Such 

From 1946 to 1962, net private debt of a proposal violat~s commonsense. Surely 
corporations and individuals increased by no individual or household can spend itsel! 
336 percent, while net Federal debt increased rich; nor can it continue forever to incur 
by 12 percent. A 429 percent increase in deficits which result in an ever larger debt 
State and local debt suggests that 1f any which is never to be repaid. Yet for the 
public debt has been out of control, it is the whole Nation, strange as it may seem, exactly 
debt of the folks back home and not that the opposite is true. A nation can enrich 
incurred by the bureaucrats in Washington. itself only by spending. Moreo'ler, if a na
And, in daily references to "crushing taxes," tlon's deficits are too small and its total 
how often does the press remind us tJiat the debts, both public and private, grow too 
only tax rates that have not been raised slowly, that nation's income, output, and 
since the war, the only tax rates that have employment will surely decline. Actual re
actually been reduced are those of the Fed- ductlon in total debt would result in major 
eral ·Government for general revenue? Yet disaster. This occurred in the United States 
such are the facts as contrasted with the on a grand scale only from 1930 to 1933, . 
folklore. the period known as the great depression. 

A nation can get rich only by spending By contrast, from 1946 to 1962, an era of 
• • • spending in turn depends on deficits unequaled prosperity, our total debt in
and growing debt • • • spending, which creased from less than $400 billion to more 
creates income and output, · cannot be main- than $1,000 billion.1 
tained without continuing deficits. These are not opinions, but rather the 

If the deficit units by their spending re- elementary facts of our national accounts, 
turn to the income stream less than the the ABC's of economics. But the unfortu
surplus units take out of the stream, the nate situation is that most people have not 
total level of spending and income must fall. · had an opportunity to study the relevant 
It is this fact which explains the necessity relationships in a systematic fashion; nor 
for deficits. .. are they familiar with the sources of. sta-

If the savings of the surplus units who tlstical information which would enable them 
spend less than they receive are not bar- to test impressions and opinions against 
rowed and spent for investment by deficit facts. The result is that popular concepts, 
units who spend more than they receive, the at variance with readily verifiable facts, in
funds withheld are lost from the income terfere with meaningful discussion of this 
stream. If this happens, total spending, in- crucial problem of public policy. For ex
come, ·and output must fall by an amount ample, the popular conception of recent 
exactly equal to the excess of the total sur- trends in Federal debt may perhaps be fairly 
pluses over the total deficits. described as follows: While private busi-

The concept of a Government debt sky- nesses and individuals have been conducting 
rocketing out of control ls pure folklore. their financial affairs in a generally careful 
The facts simply do not support it. and circumspect manner, uncontrolled Gov

America's fears of deficits and debt could ernment spending, especially at the Federal 
keep the country from carrying out produc- level, has caused huge deficits resulting in 
tlon programs of which it is fully capable. what Time magazine calls, "the bloating na-

Just these few quotations lead me to tlonal debt." 2 

1 See table 1. 
recommend this article to anyone who 
wants to be better informed on this sub
ject and especially to the critics of deficit 2 Jan. 25, 1963, p. 12. 

Year 

1946 ____ -------- --- -
1962 ____ --- -- ---- -- -
Percent increase, 

1946-62-----------

TABLE 1.-Some comparisons of debt, 1946-6~ 
[In billions of dollars] 

Federal Federal Federal State 
Gross Govern- debt as Govern- and local Private 

national ment percent ment govern- debt Total 
product debt · of'GNP. debt ment (net) net debt 

(net) (net) (gross) debt 
· (net) 

------------------
210. 7 229. 7 109 259.5 13.6 lM.1 397.4 
553.9 256.8 46 304.0 72.0 671.9 1,000. 7 

.> 
163 12 ---------- 17 429 336 152 

American 
Tele- All com-
phone mercial 

& Tele- bank 
graph Co. 

debt 
deposits 

------
1. 7 139.0 
8.2 256.1 

382 84 

Source: "Economic Report oithe President", transmitted to the Congress, January 1963, pp. 171, 234;-2M. Federal 
Reserve Bulletin, J"anuary 1950, p. 61, January 1963, p. 38. Moody's Public Utility Manual and .tlie Wall Street 
Journal, Feb. 20, 1963, p. 4. ' 
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Some of the :facts, as oppqsed to popular 

concepts. are shown. in table 1. There it 
may be seen that from 1946' to 1962, net 
private debt of corporations and individuals 
increased by 336 percent, while net Federal 
debt lncreaaec:l by 12 percent. A 429-percent 
increase 1n State and local debt suggests 
that if any public debt has been out of con
trol it la the debt of the folks back home 
and not that incurred by the bureaucrats 
in Washington. And, in daily references to 
"crushing taxes," how often does the press 
remind us that the only tax rates that have 
not been raised since the war, the only 
tax rates that have actually been reduced, are 
those of the Federal Government for general 
revenue? Yet such are the facts as con
trasted with the folklore. The result is that 
public debate of planned deficit spending 
seldom involves the real issues. 

The frequently absurd pronouncements of 
the practical man are received by profes
sional economists with feelings ranging all 
the way from tolerant amusement to de
spair, depending on the prominence of the 
speaker. The practical man, drawing on the 
usually reliable lessons of personal expe
rience, seeks to relate national conduct to 
principles which are unquestionably valid in 
the management of a household, or a corner 
grocery store. He sees in the opposing posi
tion. at best, material !or ridicule and, at 
worst, moral decay. Like Henny Penny who, 
according to nursery tradition, panicked the 
other barnyard fowls with her cry, "The sky 
la falling," he has been shouting in the 
streets for SO years that our :financial skies 
are falling. or at lea.st in danger of fa.111ng. 
But unlike Ducky Lucky and Turkey Lurkey, 
his listeners have pa.id no attention what
ever to his warning. Meanwhile disaster has 
appeared to recede into the distance as the 
Nation grows steadily in wealth and income. 
Evidently other more pragmatic men are 
willing to accept present bliss at the cost of 
of eventual perdition, especially since the 
day of reckoning seems indefinitely post
ponable. 

The most unfortunate aspect of the situ
ation ls not merely that formal logical error 
invalidates the particular objections which 
the practical man chooses to make, though 
this ls usually the case. The pity ls that he 
ls wrong when he might be right. that he 
makes little If any contribution when there 
ls much that he could contribute. Economic 
analysis reveals that there may be valid 
grounds !or his objections, or at least that 
there may be other solutions which could re
move or minimize the economic stagnation 
which is the hee.rt of the problem. But un
familiarity with relevent principles causes 
him to make the wrong objections on the 
wrong grounds and involves him in gross 
logical error which his professional adver
saries are not slow to point out. Thus his 
considerable ability· is wasted on :false issues 
while Important questions of publlc policy 
are neglected or at least not related to the 
matter of Federal deficits to which they may 
be highly relevant. Our friend has brought 
down no birds these 30 years, for the simple 
reason that he has been firing blanks. But 
the birds are there. 

In this article the reader is asked to lay 
aside temporarily the value judgments 
drawn from personal experience and, !or the 
sake ot analysis, to loo'k at the world from 
what may be an unfamiliar point of view. 
Like the churchmen who were outraged by 
Oa11leo's denial that the sun moves around 
the earth, he may feel that he is being asked 
not to believe his own eyes. What, then, 
is this strange logic? How can we spend 
ourselves rich? How can. unending deficits 
and their consequence, ever growing debts, 
be essential to the economic health of a 
nation? 

THE ROLE OF SPENDING 

We begin with a simple fact on which all 
oan agree. Our real national income in any 

given year ca.n be no more than the total of . 
all the goods and services produced. dUring 
that year. We call it our gross national 
product, or simply GNP. In order to meas
ure the product we could conceivably take 
an inventory and list it item by item. But 
the bewildering variety and astronomical 
numbers involved would soon demonstrate 
the impracticabllity ()If this · method. We 
might try weighing everything or perhaps 
estimating cubic content, but such reckon
ing would, of course, be meaningless. The 
only me.aningful measure is in dollars and 
cents. We only ask, "What was paid for it?" 

Thus at the very outset we see an essen
tial relation between total output and total 
spending. Spending is our measure of out
put. output is defined in terms of spending. 
But the relationship goes deeper. There is a 
causal connection. Spending creates or 
c·auses output since it ls clear that nobody 
produces anything in a free market system, 
unless he is paid for it. And here another 
key relationship becomes apparent. Spend
ing creates income as well as output. No
body can receive money income unless some
one else has spent money. The fundamental 
relationships can therefore be summarized by 
the undeniable proposition that spending 
creates income and output. They can be 
generated in no other way. Spending 1s 
Just another . word for what economists call 
demand. What businessmen call sales 
(their source of income) obviously depends 
on the spending of their customers. 

Recognition of these basic facts immediate
ly throws a di1ferent light on national spend
ing habits. When we see the statement that 
the American people are on a sort of spree. 
spending more and more every year, this 1s 
no cause for alarm. On the contrary, we 
can only breathe a fervent, "Thank Heaven." 
For if our total spending stops growing, our 
production and sales stop growing. The Na
tion stops growing. 

These are the fundamental accounting 
principles on the basis of which national 
income and output are measured by the 
U.S. Department of Commerce and by the 
governments of all nations on both sides 
of the Iron Curtain. I! the reader ·picks up 
a copy of the Federal Reserve Bulletin, ·avail
able at every national bank, or the Survey of 
CUrrent Business, found in most libraries, 
he can himself verify the procedures de
scribed here. He will find the gross na
tional product table labeled "Gross national 
product or expenditure." 
TABLE 2.-National income and expenditure, 

1962 
[Blllions of dollars] 

Income receipts: 
Compensation o! employees ________ 321. 6 
Proprietors' inco:rne ________________ f9.8 

Business and pro:fessionaL_______ 86. 8 
Farm------------------------~- 18.0 

Rental income .of persons___________ 12. 8 
Corporate profits __________________ 51.0 

Net interest----------------------- 22.2 
Capital consumption allowance_____ 47. 6 
Indirect business tax liability______ 61. 6 
Business transfer payments'-------- 2. 1 
Statistical discrepancy and adjust-

ments-----------·--------------- --4. 8 

Charges against gross national 
product (grosa national in-
come)-------·--------------- 553.9 

Expenditures: 
Personal consumption expenditure_ 356. 7 

Goods-------------------------- 209.5 
Services--------------------~---- 147.1 

Gross private investment__________ 79. 9 

Domestic----------------------- 76. 6 
Foreign_________________________ 8.a 

T~BLE 2.-Nationai income and expenditure, 
1962-Continued -
[~illions_of dollars] 

Expenditures-continued 
Government purchases of good& and 

services----------------------- 117.a 

Federal------------------------- 62. S 
State and local----------------- 55. O 

Gross national product or ex
penditure------------------- 563. 9 

NoTE.-Totals may not add due to round
ing. 

Source: Adapted from Federal Reserve 
Bulletin, February 1963, pp. 260-261. 

It 1s convenient for analytical purposes 
to separate the total _spending into three 
classes~ (1) spending by consumers for con
sumer goods and services, (2) spending by 
investors for additions to our real capital 
wealth, and (3) spending by Government 
!~r goods and services. The total spending , 
represents payment for the gross national 
product and can be traced to the various 
recipients as income. or alternatively. as 
charges against the total output. As an 
ex.ample, the actual record for the United 
States in 1962 is shown in table 2, which 
presents a highly simplified summary of the 
national income and product accounts !or 
that year. 

THE ROLE OF DEFICIT SPENDING AND DEBT 

Having demonstrated the point that a 
nation can get rich only by spending-in 
fact under a free market system could not 
produce so much as a. toothpick without 
spending-we must now show the extent to 
which spending in turn depends on deficits 
and growing debt. We shall demonstrate 
the fact that spending, which creates in
come and output, cannot be maintained 
without continuing deficits. At the outset, 
in order to clarify general principles, we 
shall consider not merely Federal Govern
ment deficits, but to~ deficits, including 
Government. The Government is only one 
of ·many possible deficit spenders among the 
various economic units. In fact, a.s pointed 
out earlier, its deficits since Wortd War II 
have represented only a tiny proportion of 
total deficits of all economic units. After 
analyzing the deft.cit operations of economic 
units---individua.Is, business enterprises, and 
Government--we may then ask what special 
characteristics, If any, may be attributed to 
those of the Federal Government. 

We start with the proposition that · the 
Income of each and every economic unit ls 
the result of spending by other units and 
that the aggregate income of all economic 
units is therefore equal to the total spend
ing of a given period, say, a year. 

With the exception of a negllgibly few 
economic units whose income in a given pe
riod is exactly equal to expenditure all 
units can be divided into two classes, sur
plus units and deficit units. Since the op
erations of the few balanced budget units are 
completely neutral in their eft'ect on total 
spending. tending neither to increase it nor 
to decrease it, their 1n1luence may be ig
nored in our analysis. Therefore subject 
to the exception noted, every individual, bus
iness enterprise, or government must ft.t into 
one of these two cl«sses. El ther the eco
nomic unit spends less than its income and 
is a surplus unit, or it spends more and ls 
a deficit unit. And income is, of course, 
the point of reference since, obviously, the 
concept of a surplus or deficit has no mean
ing except as it relates to an income of a 
given size during a given accountin/ period. 

At this point the consequences o:f a cor
ollary :fact must be noted. Just as the in
come or a particular economic unlt depends 
on the- spending of other units, so the 
spending of each unit creates income tor 
others. The related role of surplus and 
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deficit units now becomes apparent. Surplus 
units receive or take out from the income 
stream more than they put back. Deficit 
units put into the income stream more than 
they take out. Thus we note a fundamental 
accounting identity: In a national income 
of a given size total deficits are necessarily 
exactly equal to total surpluses. The key 
importance of this identity is that it enables 
us to grasp the following fact: If the deficit 
units by their spending return to the income 
stream less than the surplus units take out 
of the stream, the total level of spending and 
income must fall. It is this fact which ex
plains the necessity for deficits. 

Now let us state these formal accounting 
relationships in more familiar language. 
The surpluses are more commonly known 
as savings and the deficits as investment 
spending. Money saved represents a with
drawal from the income stream. The im
pact of such savings, or nonspending, taken 
by itself is deflationary. The effect ls to 
reduce sales and the demand for goods. 
Other things being equal, lt is clear that 
these savings must cause the spending 
stream to drop unless there is some way to 
put them back. 

The way ln which the surplus funds of the 
savers usually get back into the spending
income stream is for the deficit units to bor
row the savings and spend them for the pro
duction of real investment assets-new 
plants, new machines, larger inventory, and 
other actual additions to the Nation's wealth. 

The necessity for continuous deficits and 
ever groWing debt now becomes clear. If the 
savings of the surplus units who spend less 
than they receive are not borrowed and spent 
for investment by deficit units who spend 
more than they receive, the funds withheld 
are lost from the income stream. If this 
happens total spending, income, and output 
must fall by an amount exactly equal to the 
excess of the total surpluses over the total 
deficits. Since savers do not usually spend 
their own savings to produce capital goods 
but instead lend them to business enterprises 
which spend the funds for construction of 
such new equipment, the process necessarily 
involves borrowing and lending, usually with 
the aid of a wide variety of financial inter
mediary institutions such as commercial and 
investment banks, savings and loan associa
tions, and insurance companies. The essen
tial point is that except for savers who do 
their own investment spending, every new 
act of saving and lending, which resultS in 
spending for economic growth necessarily 
involves an addition to total debt. 

A note of explanation regarding termi
nology is necessary here. By investment we 
do not mean what the average person thinks 
of as investment. Investment here means 
actual spending for the construction of a 
capital asset, or the acquisition of new in
ventory which also adds to wealth. By sav
ings we mean funds withheld from spending 
for consumption and made available for pro
duction of new capital. What most people 
call their "investments" are really savings 
in the economic sense. When a saver pur
chases a security, a savings and loan share, 
or an insurance policy, or deposits his money 
in a bank this does not necessarily mean 
that these savings will actually be spent to 
produce new investment goods. 

In fact, this ls the heart of the problem. 
Savings decisions and investment decisions 
in the economic sense are not made by the 
same people. Every person with income must 
decide whether or not to save and, if so, how 
much. But decisions to invest are made only 
by the relatively few people responsible for 
the management of American free enterprise. 
I! a saver buys a secondhand security the 
money will not be returned to the income 
stream. and nothing will .. be -added to the 
Nation's wealth it the seller uses the pro
ceeds to increase his liquidity. No invest
ment takes place in the economic sense un-

less the se<:urlty has been newly issued by 
an enterprise which spends the money to 
produce actual new capital goods. In the 
same way funds "invested" in a savings de
posit result in no real investment if the 
bank simply allows its reserve ratl..o to in
crease. Deflationary, sales-destroying sur
pluses of savers are redeemed for the income 
stream only when enterprises acting as defi
c'it units borrow these funds and spend 
them for construction of real additions to 
our wealth. This conclusion is probably 
consistent with the intuitive feeling of most 
readers that the Nation's real wealth cannot 
be increased merely by passing financial in
struments from hand to hand. 

The only exception to the necessity for bor
rowing relates to the savings of individuals 
and businesses who themselves spend for 
investment assets. If a man saves enough 
money during the year to add a room to his 
house he has both saved and invested. There 
is no effect on total spending or income. The 
substantial retained earnings which Ameri
can corporations invest in new plant and 
equipment constitute a more important ex
ample. In such cases the problem consid
ered here does not arise. The saver himself 
spends for investment. However, most sav
ings get back into the income stream only 
when deficit units through financial inter
mediaries borrow and spend them. 

The mystery of a healthy economy in spite 
of skyrocketing debt need no longer puzzle 
us. Growing debt is clearly essential to con
tinued health. -A nation cannot get richer 
without saving, any more than an individual 
can. We cannot grow if all of our output is 
consumed each year. Savers, by abstaining 
from spending a part of their incomes, in 
effect release some of the nation's resources 
from the production of consumer goods. The 
resources so·released are thereby made avail
able to enterprises for producing capital 
goods which add to the nation's wealth. But 
if enterprises as deficit units do not borrow 
the unspent funds and hence do not use 
them to produce investment goods, efforts to 
save become abortive. The resources released 
from production of consumer goods are sim
ply unemployed. There can be no real sav
ings without corresponding investment, that 
ls, deficit spending. A nation's real savings, 
the real increases in its wealth during a given 
year, cannot be more than that part of its 
total output which it did not consume. In 
other words, the investment goods which it 
produces above and beyond the things con
sumed are a measure both of its savings and 
of its investment. Efforts to save more than 
enterprises are willing to borrow and invest 
simply result in reduced income, output, em
ployment, and pro1its. Hence the amount of 
saving a nation can do without impoverish
ing itself ls limited by the total amount of 
deficits which it finds desirable and profitable 
to incur. "Thus, thrift may be the hand
maid and nurse of enterprise. But equally 
she may not. And, perhaps, even usually she 
is not. For enterprise is connected with 
thrift not directly but at one remove; and 
the link which should join them is frequent
ly missing. For the engine which drives en
terprise ls not thrift, but profit." a We con
clude that if continued deficits and growing 
debt are "unnecessary" this is true only in 
the sense that unemployment, unsold goods, 
business losses, and decreasing rates of 
growth offer an alternative. 

A DEFICIT SPENDING MODEL 

A simple arithmetical model of an imagi
nary nation's economic system will help 
make the above points clear. Let us first 
consider the operations of a system where 
there ls no government activity at all, just 
as in the discussion above we made no dis
tinction between government and other 

3 Keynes, .John Maynard, "A Treatise on 
Money," vol. II, Harcourt, Brace & Co., New 
York, 1930, p. 140. 

spending activity. Having examined the 
basic properties of a private enterprise sys
tem without government we can add gov
ernment activity later and note whatever 
changes it may introduce. 

Money can be spent in only two ways: For 
consumption, C, and for investment, I, so 
that C plus I equals total spending which 
of course equals total income, Y, and in turn 
measures gross national product, GNP, 
Hence, 

C+l=Y=GNP. 
This can be read, "gross national expendi

ture equals gross national income equals 
gross national product." The reader will 
recognize that except for the absence of Gov
ernment expenditure this is in the format 
of table 2 taken from the Federal Reserve 
Bulletin. The Nation's income is generated 
by the two kinds of spending; but, once re
ceived, its disposition is a different matter. 
Since there are no taxes, the people can dis
pose of their income, Y, in only two ways: 
Either it is spent for consumption, C, or it 
is saved, S, so that, 

Y-C=S, or Y=C+s. 
Note that decisions to save or consume are 

made by everyone who has income to dispose 
of while the decisions to spend for invest
ment goods, I, are made only by a relatively 
small group of people. T-hey are the owners 
and managers of business enterprises and the 
amount of the investment spending they 
plan to do will depend on their estimates of 
the prospects for realizing a profit from such 
investment spending. 

Since these two groups do not include all 
of the same people it would be the merest 
accident if total plans to save were equal to 
total plans to invest. Yet we have noted 
that real savings cannot be different from 
real investment. They are in fact two words 
for the same thing. Also it is clear from 
our income creation equation 

C+l=Y 
and from our income disposal equation 

C+S=Y 
that S and I must be equal to each other. 
But t:p.ey are equal only in the ex post, or 
realized sense. In an ex ante or planned 
sense, as noted above, plans to save may 
differ from plans to invest. At this point 
we may recall the accounting identity which 
states that with an income of a given size 
total surpluses are necessarily exactly equal 
to total deficits. Income has no volition or 
life of its own. It is the result of spending 
decisions by human beings exercising voli
tion. Income is the resultant. Thus is in 
the ex post sense. To explain income and 
output we have to account for the spending 
decisions which cause them to be what they 
are. This will become apparent as we ex
amine the operations of model I below. The 
Nation begins each income period, a week, 
a month, or a year, with a certain income 
which has been generated by the two types 
of spending. The people can then dispose 
of that income either by spending it for 
consumption or by withholding it as savings, 
Planned or expected magnitudes are on the 
left side of our model. Actual or realized 
magnitudes and resulting debt are shown 
on the right. On the left, or plans, side we 
find the peoples• plans to dispose of a given 
income, the relevant relationship being sum
marized by the column headings, Y -0 = S. 
Plans to invest are shown under the column 
headed I. Of the four planned or expected 
magnitudes only C and I are solid, for they 
involve spending decisions which the in
dividuals have power to make. Nobody can 
really say for certain and in advance what 
his income or savings will be in the end. But 
he can decide to spend. Under the actual or 
realized magnitudes the key relationships 
are again summarized by the column head
ings C +I= Y. In other words income de
pends on spending and nothing else. If it 
makes the analysis clearer the reader may, 
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if he wishes, assume that planned income 
at the beginning of each period is the income 
actually earned during the previous period 
and available for disposal in the current 
period. This ls perhaps the most simple 
possible assumption and is also realistic 
since the income available for disposition 
in a given period usually depends on what 
was earned in a previous period. However. 
there is no reason why greater or lesser in
come could not be expected, with spending 

plans modified accordingly. The arrows 
connecting the two Y's are meant to show 
that we make here the simplifying assump
tion that people plan to spend or save in the 
current period what was received -or earned 
in the last. The periods assumed here are 
"years" though obviously they could as well 
be "weeks" or "months." In order to simpli
fy the analysis we assume that there is no. 
growth in population and no advance in 
technology. 

Model I 

[Billions of.dollars} 

Planned or 
expected amounts Realized or actual amounts 

~ Y-C=S I C+I=Y 
Change Total 

S in debt debt 
J_ -------------------------------------------- 500 400 100 100 400 100 600 100 +loo 100 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~' 
.!. 

2_ - ------------------------------------------- 500 400 

,!. 
lL _ ------------------ ------------------------- 500 400 
2_ -------------------------------------------- 500 400 

,!. 
aa_ ------------------------------------------ 500 400 

During the first two periods, everything 
runs smoothly since it 1s assumed tha.t 
planned surpluses do not exceed planned 
deficits. Each yea.r the $100 billion or sav
ings are borrowed by the investors and re
turned to the income stream. Booe.use in
come holds up, planned money savings of 
$100 blllion result In real savings for the 
country, as actual capital goods are produced · 
in the amount or $100 billion. Since this is 
the amount saved and lent, debt rises by 
$100 billion each year as a neeess.a.ry result. 

In year 3, things go wrong. Plans to con
sume and save are unchanged but~ for what
ever reason, estimates of profit opportunities 
deteriorate and investors plan to spend only 
$80 billion. Since only spending counts, in
come must drop too. But actual real savings 
cannot be more than $80 billion if only $80 
billion is spent for construction of new 
capital goods. Additions to real wealth can
not exceed the difference between total pro
duction and consumption. How can this be 
so if' the savers actually se.ved $100 billion 
and can shaw securities, deposit slips, and 
similar instruments t .:> prove it? The an
swer is that a part of these savings, $20 bil
lion to be exact, were offset by looses, ma.inly 
nega.tive profits, of those who suffered 
declining income. We are concerned. with 
the tot.al savings o! the Nation, and in com
puting the net change we must take in.to 
account the losses as well as the gains. In
come has fallen to $480 billion and these 
losses have made the sum of total surpluses 
exactly equal to the sum of total deficits as 
it must be. Total demand has fallen by $20 
billion compared with year 2, productive re
sources capable of producing $20 billion ln 
output are wasted in unemployment and, of 
course, the foregone output is lost forever. 

Let us now consider what would happen if' 
the managers of business enterprises see 
such favorable prospects for profit that in 
year 3 they plan to invest $120 billion, while 
consumers still plan to spend $400 billion 
and save only •100 billion. 

In order to show the effects of such a de
velopment all of the magnitudes for year 2 
_are duplicated in the table, the only dif
ference being 1n our alternate assumptions 
for year 3 which is designated Sa. The re
sults are just the opposite of those which 
followed when plans to invest fell short of 
planned savings. Since actual spending is 
now increased by •20 blllion, total dema~d. 
in other words total spending, 11,a.s risen to 
$520 billion. Debt has of' course Increased 
by $120 billion instead of $100 blllion. If 
population growth and advancement of 

100 100 400 100 roo 100 
I 

+loo 200 

100 80 400 80 480 80 + 80 280 
100 100 400 100 500 100 

I 
+100 200 

400 120 400 120 620 120 +i20 320 

technology have provided corresponding ad
ditional productive resources, the increased 
spending results in real increases in output. 
On the other hand, if' corresponding produc
tive resources a.re not forthcoming, increased 
spending cannot cause increased output. It 
only raises the price tag. We get not more 
goods but· only more expensive goods. We 
call it lnfla tlon. In either ease the increased 
investment spending causes savings tO be 
Increased correspondingly as money incomes 
increase beyond expectations. These are 
real savings It Increased output has been 
possible. It not their real value has been 
dissipated by higher prices. 

The workings of the model have now 
clarified its essential properties as they relate 
to spending, deficits, and debt. To maintain 

· an income of a given size, total deficits in 
each year must be exactly equal to total sur
pluses for that year and, of course, ea.ch 
year's deficit adds an equal amount to debt. 
Deficits equal to surpluses will only main
tain a given level of income from year to 
year. Income will not fall but it wm not 
riSe either, This would be a static world. 
In the real world where growing population 
and advances in technology make possible 
ever-growing output, total spending must 
Increase from year to year. To provide .high
er levels of spending, planned deft.cits must 
grow in size each year and must be greater 
than planned surpluses. The ever larger 
deficits in excess of planned savings are 
financed by the banking system which 
creates new money !or the purpose. How
ever, mere willingness of the banking system 
to lend does not assure that adequate addi
tional money will be borrowed and spent. 
Deficit spenders must see advantage in such 
borrowing and this ~eans that they must 
have reasonable expectations of profit. The 
appropriate rate of increase in money sup
ply and in the level of spending depends 
upon how rapidly corresponding increases 
in real output are possible. It money sup
ply and spending grow more rapidly than 
the rate at which new productive resources 
become available we have infia.tion. On the 
other hand. if they grow more slowly than 
population and other resources we have 
rising rates of unemployment and economic 
stagnation. Thus we see that spending, 
,deficits, and debt in a free market society 
may grow either too rapidly or t<;>o .sl9wly, 
.but grow they must. It was only !or the 
-purpose of clarifying the role of deficits and 
surpluses in our model that we made the 
assumption of fixed population and static 
technology. 

THE ROLE OF GOVERNMENT DEFICITS 

We have seen that a free enterprise mar
ket economy cannot operate and grow with
out deficits and expanding debt. It has 
also become clear that since the rate of 
growth of deficits and debt is determined by 
the independent decisions of millions of 
free Individuals subject to no central plan
ning or control, deft.cits may grow either too 
slowly, in which case we have recession, or 
too rapidly, in which case we have Inflation. 
This is simply a description of the manner 
in which our economy operates. It is based 
on accounting identities and involves no 
value judgments or moral principles. For 
good or 111, it ls the way things are. We have 
seen that this is so even in the absence of 
any government at all. In contrast to model 
I where no government existed let us now 
introduce government operatlori.s into the 
picture . 

First we must note the relationship be
tween government deficits and surpluses and 
those of the private economy. Let govern
ment spending be represented by G and taxes 
by T. Then as we saw in table 2 which 
presented national income data for 1962 the 
spen.ding-income equation for the real world 
includes government spending and must be 
written, 

a+r+G=Y. 
In the real world we also note that since 

people must pay taxes they cannot devote 
all of their income either to consumption or 
savings. They can spend for consumption 
only what ls left after paying taxes. Planned 
savings will be the remainder. The real 
world income disposal equation can there
fore be written, 

Y-T-C=S, or a+s+T=Y. 
Now if 

C+I+G=Y 
and if' 

a+s+T=Y 
it follows that, being equal to the same 
thing, they a.re necessarily equal to each 
other. We can then write 

a+r+G=c+s+T. 
Removing the C's by cancellation we get 

I+G=S+T 
Changing the sign o:f our T and bringing 

it over with the Gin order to place Govern
ment spending and taxes together we get 

I+(G-T) =S. 
This is our fundamental deficit-surplus 

equation for the whole economy where Gov
·ernment deficits and surpluses are taken into 
account along with those of the private 
sector. Like our original deficit-surplus 
equation, I=S, it is purely descriptive. It 
is also an accounting identity involving no 
value judgments or questions o! right and 
wrong, desirable or undesirable. It Gov~rn
ment spending exceeds taxes we have a Gov
ernment deft.cit. In this case (G-T) is pos
itive and is added to I, the private deficit, 
thereby increasing the total fiow of spend
ing. Together the two represent the total 
deft.cit which must equal S, the total sur
plus. On the other hand, if' tax receipts ex
ceed Government spending we have a budg
etary surplus. In the equation this sur
plus, which actually represents Government 
savings, will have a negative sign and will be 
subtracted from I, the private deficits. Such 
a surplus is, of course, an offset to private 
deficit spending and like any savings tends 
to be defiatlonary. Thus in a period when 
:private defielits grow too rapidly and tend to 
create inflationary pressures, a Government 
·surplus, by withholding from the income 
·stream more than it puts back, can· be used 
.to exercise a dampening etfeet on total de
mand and is anti-inflationary. 

Let us now, organize our model in a more 
realistic format. in which Government taXing 
and spending operations are included. As in 
model I. the. column headings indicate rele-



1963 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENA TE 21991 
vant relationships. It ls again assumed that 
spending plans are related to income earned 
in the previous period. An important differ
ence in regard to plans ts that planned con
aumption wlll bear an inverse relationship to 
taxes. The lower the taxes, the more con
sumers are able to spend. Since plans to in
vest depend on prospects for profit, which In 
turn have some relationship to consumer 
spending, it ts likely that plans to invest will 
also be stimulated by tax reductions and re
pressed by tax increases. However, in order 
to clarify the workings of our model, let us 
first make the simplifying assumption that 
only consumption plans are affected by tax 
changes. we shaff also assume the most 
favorable possible situation from the Govern
ment's viewpoint; namely, that all of any 
new consumer Income made available by a 
tax cut will be spent on consumption, and 
that none of it will be added to savings (al
though there ts clearly the possibility, or 
even likelihood, that some may be saved). 
It is also likely that investment plans may 
be directly stimulated by tax cuts, but we 
leave this possibility aside for the moment. 
For the sake of simplicity we again assume 
static population and technology. 

Everything here operates in much the 
same way as in the more simple model where 
Government was absent. In the first model, 
the people used their money to buy the out
put of private enterprises and received in 
exchange finished consumer goods or titles to 
capital goods. Unless they could buy such 
things from private firms, there were no 
roads, no schools, no courts, no police, no 
fire departments, no sanitary facilities, no 
mall service, no m1litary establishment, nor 
any other public services. In our real world 
model the people are able to buy such serv
ices from the Government. In addition to 
the goods and services purchased from the 
private sector of the economy by paying cash 
or credit, the people now buy these other 
things from the public sector by paying 
taxes. The main difference is that whereas 
the things people buy at the "private store" 
are determined by daily voting (in the' form 
of dollars); what they buy at the public 
store ts determined by less frequent voting. 
But, of course, in either case the e1fect ts the 
same. The people themselves determine 
how much they wish to obtain from private 
enterprise 1n exchange for cash or credit and 
how much from Government 1n exchange for 
taxes. 

But, now let us note an important differ
ence in the two models. In model I total 
deficits and surpluses resulted. from the in
dependent dec1s1ons of mlllions of free in
dividuals. If plans to invest were inade
quate to absorb planned savings the result 
was that spending, income, and output in
evitably fell, causing unemployment and re
cession. When planned deficits grew more 
rapidly than planned surpluses, spending in
creased and, if productive resources were not 
forthcoming at corresponding rates, inflation 
was the result. In the real wor\d, since Gov
ernment ts also able to run deficits or sur
pluses, its fiscal operations afford a possible 
cushion against the undesirable effects of 
excessive private deficit or surpluses. 

Turning now to developments in model II, 
we assume that, as in model I, everything 
goes smoothly during the first 2 years. 
Planned private deficits equal to planned 
private surpluses maintain the level of 
spending a.nd income. Since the Govern
ment bud.get is balanced at $100 blllion, there 
is no Government deftclt or surplus, and this, 
of course, is as it should be if the stability of 
the economy la not to be disturbed. A bal
anced. budget in this situation is necessary. 
Government debt is zero and remains zero. 
Total debt, still made up entirely of private 
debt, increases by •100 billion each year, the 
rate necessary to absorb private surpluses. 
But again in the third year things are as-

sumed to go wrong. Private deficit spend
int; of $80 b1llion ts insumcient to absorb 
planned private surpluses of •too b1llion, 
and, since the Government continues to 
maintain a balanced budget, there is no pub
lic deficit to absorb the excess surpluses. 
Therefore, total spending, income, output, 
and the rate of growth of debt all fall by •20 
blllion, the amount by which planned sur
pluses exceed planned deficits. 

Now consider the lower section of model n 
where we again reproduce years 2 and 3, but 
with a different fiscal policy. Private deficit 

spending has declined, but in this case the 
Government does not maintain a · balanced 
budget. In order to offset a decline of $20 
bllllon in private deft.cits it cuts taxes by $20 
b11lion, thereby incurring a public deficit of 
$20 b1llion. Thus total deficits, including 
Government deficit, are equal to total 
planned surpluses and. the spending income 
stream ts maintained. Though private debt 
falls to grow at the requisite rate of •100 bil
lion per year, increasing public debt fllls the 
gap and maintains the rate of total spending 
and total demand. undiminished. 

Model II 

{Bllllons of dollars] 

Planned or expected amounts Realized or actual amounts 

Govern-
ment Private Total 

Year Y - T - C - S I C + I + G = Y s debt debt debt 
t_ _________________ 600 100 400 100 100 400 100 100 600 100 0 100 100 

2 ___________________ 6Jx, 
100 400 100 100 400 

3 __________________ ~ 
100 400 100 80 400 2 ___________________ 600 100 400 . 100 100 400 

3a __________________ 6Jx, 
80 420 100 80 420 

According to the assumptions made earlier, 
all of the increased disposable income made 
available by the tax cut ts used to increase 
consumption spending. In the real world, 
as noted earlier. some of the increase in 
disposable income would certainly be used to 
pay debts or to increase savings. To the 
.extent that this occurs, an even greater tax 
cut and. a iar.ger Government deficit would. 
be necessary in order to maintain the original 
level of spending. Although cutting taxes 
might at first seem to be a more conservative 
way to create a deficit than by increased 
Government spending, the fact ts that a 
given change in the level of income can be 
achieved by a smaller deficit if it ts accom
plished through a change in spending. A 
billion dollar increase in Government spend.· 
Ing adds a blllion dollars directly to the in
come sveam, but part of a billion dollar tax 
cut will be saved or used to pay debts. 
. The assumption t.hat all income freed by 
the tax cut went into additional consump
tion was made only to simplify the arith
metic. In all probabWty some woUld go into 
increased investment spending. In the real 
world., the actual disvibution between addi
tional consumption and additional invest
ment would. depend on a wide variety of 
factors such as the dts~ibutlon of the tax 
cut benefits, consumer optimism or peui
mtsm, business estimates of profit prospects, 
and probably even the public attitude 
toward Government deficit spending and 
public debt. 

100 100 

80 100 
100 100 

80 100 

I 

600 
I 

580 
600 
I 

600 

100 0 200 200 

80 0 280 280 
100 0 200 200 

100 20 280 300 

employment and recession are inescapable 
alternatives. The only value judgment in
volved. ts in the determination of which is 
to be preferred. But, since it ts a value 
judgment, the economist as economist can
not decide for the people which ls the better 
choice. His only function ts to let people 
know where each of the two paths leads. 

GOVERNMENT DEFICITS: PLAN OR NO PLAN 

Up to this point the term "planned Gov
ernment deficit" has been used in a . context 
which implied a deliberate and. conscious 
adjustment of the Federal budget to offset 
excessive or inadequate private deficits. The 
id.ea was that since planned private deficits 
and surpluses are the product of decentral
ized dectsionmaking it would be mainly 
accidental if they happened to occur regu
larly in just the right amounts to maintain 
full employment without inflation. Hence 
approximately "right" total amounts could 
be assured by central planning of Govern
ment deficits or surpluses which would pro
vide the necessary increases or decreases 1n 
the spending stream. As an interpretation 
of actual Government policy in modern 
United States, such a concept would. be naive 
ind.eedr Such has not been the case. It ts 
true that Presiden~ Roosevelt experimented 
with .small planned deficits during parts of 
his first two terms. But he was not firmly 
convinced. of the Wisdom of such- pollc1es, 
and. as a result refused to use most of the 
great powers given him by the Thomas rider 
to the farm bill 1n 1933. During his a years 
in omce prior to 1941, most of his budget 
deficits were not markedly larger than the 
last deficit of $2.7 billion incurred by Pres
ident Hoover; two were smaller, $2.6 and $1.2 
billion, and two were about the same size 
The largest was $4.4 bllllon in 1936.• In th~ 
face of the threat posed by a business reces
sion, President Eisenhower in 1954 recognized 
the basic concepts in a remarkable state· 
ment: 

"The fourth principle ts to act promptly 
and vigorously if economic conditions re
quire it. The Government wlll not hesitate 
to make greater use of monetary, debt man
agement, and. credit policy, including liberal
ized used of Federal insurance of private ob
ligations, or to mOdi!y the tax structure, or 
to reduce taxes, or to expand on a large scale 
useful public works, or to take any other 

The role of Government deficits can now be 
summarized in the same mechanical account
ing terminology employed 1n describing 
deficits in general. Provided that planned 
private deficits are inadequate to absorb 
planned private surpluses, the alternative to 
a Government deficit sumcient to absorb 
t.he difference is declining income output, 
and employment. Thia proposition is a 
purely descript~ve statement of fact in 
which no matter of oplnion or value judg
µient is involved.. The point ls that there 
must be total deficits of a given size some· 
where 1n the economy if total spending and 
total demand are to be maintained.. Hence, 
if sumcient deficits cannot be coaxed from 
the private sec.tor, either these deflcits must 
appear 1n the public sector or spending, in
come, and output inevitably will decline. 
Business sales wlll fall, profits wlll dtsap. 
pear and goods will remain unsold. In this 
situation the public must understand that 
either Government deficit spending or un-

'Economic Report of the President, trans
mitted to the Congress January 1963, p. 238. 
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steps that may be necessary. The Govern
ment must and will be ready to deal with 
any contingencies that may arise. An essen
tial part of this preparedness under present 
circumstances is a higher Federal debt limit 
which is already necessary for the effi.cient 
conduct of the Government's current opera
tions." 6 

Frequent public pronouncements since 
that time, however, suggest that the above 
did not represent President Eisenhower's per
sonal views. The recent publications and 
statements of President Kennedy's advisers 
probably represent the first clear espousal 
and recommendation of a planned Federal 
deficit with full Presidential approval. The 
reader may protest that a great many Fed
eral deficits during recessions of the post
war periOd were received by administrations 
in Washington with acquiescence and even 
approval. It was true that President Eisen
hower's recession deficits amounted to $9.5 
billion in 1953 and $12.5 billion in 1959. But 
this does not mean that the administration 
"planned" these deficits. We can only say 
that they did not plan not to have them. 
In other words, when recession brought de
clining revenues, there was no effort to pre
vent this from causing a deficit. The im
portant point here is that during a reces
sion, unless extremely vigorous remedial 
steps are taken, a Government deficit occurs 
automatically. As national spending and in
come fall, Government tax revenues decline, 
while Government outlays for unemployment 
benefits, farm price supports, loans, welfare, 
and other assistance increase. A Government 
deficit is the passive result. We do not have 
to plan a deficit because it occurs anyway. 
But affi.rmative action and planning would 
be necessary at such times if we decided that 
the budget should be balanced. To achieve 
a balanced budget we would have to raise 
tax rates or impose new taxes on the one 
hand and cut Government spending on the 
other. This would balance the budget but 
it would, of course, also cause further de
clines in spending, income, and output. And, 
as usual in such cases, business profits would 
be the first casualty. 

We find that we really have three choices 
of fiscal policy. First, we could plan and 
vigorously execute a balanced budget. Sec
ond, we could plan and execute the "right" 
amount of deficits or surplus necessary to 
avoid inflation on the one hand and reces
sion on the other. Third, we could allow 
budgets to run surpluses and deficits more 
or less passively as a result of movements in 
the business cycle. The first choice would 
involve no increases or decreases in Govern
ment debt but would tend to intensify the 
ups and -downs of the spending-income 
stream, the pattern of "boom and bust." 
The second policy would from time to time 
involve possibly large increases in Govern
ment debt, and at times decreases as well. 
It would also have maximum smoothing ef
fects on the business cycle and promote eco
nomic growth. The third policy, which is a 
compromise. would involve less changes in 
Government debt than under policy two, but 
would also have a more limited stab111zing 
effect. It is the third policy which the 
United Stat.es has followed in the postwar 
period. 

WHAT ABOUT THE DEBT? 

The result of deficit spending whether 
public or private is, of course, increased debt. 
Though the practical man may concede that 
he himself has done pretty well since the 
war in spite of Government deficits, he is 
uneasy about the Government debt. While 
the precise nature of the disasters which 
threaten has not been clearly explained, it is 
possible to identify and list a number of 
specific misfortunes, disadvantages, or prob
lems which such a debt is regarded as likely 

11 Economic Report of the President, trans
mitted to the Congress Jan. 28, 1954, p. 113. 

to entail. Let us consider seven of the com
ments or questions which are frequently 
heard. 

1. The Government debt is a growing bur
den. As noted earlier, the concept of a Gov
ernment debt skyrocketing out of control 
is pure folklore. The facts simply do not 
support it. The amounts of public and pri
vate debt in 1946 and 1962 together with 
percentage increases appear in table 1. For 
comparison, the table also includes debt fig
ures for a familiar private enterprise, Amer
ican Telephone & Telegraph Co., and for a 
familiar industry, commercial banking. 

Table 1 shows that since the war Federal 
net debt has increased hardly at all by com
parison with private debt. Moreover, we 
should recognize that the burden of a debt 
of a given size means little except in com
parison with the income of the debtor. The 
first column showing gross national product 
for the 2 years enables us to view the growth 
of debt against debt-bearing capacity. In 
the third column we note that net Federal 
debt, which represented 109 percent of gross 
national product in 1946, had fallen to 46 
percent by 1962. 

2. Our children will inherit a burden of 
Government debt. Like the sun which Gali
leo's churchmen saw rising in the east, it 
seems pretty clear on this point that we see 
what we see. A man does not have to be 
an economist to know that within 20 years 
or so a child born today will have to pay 
taxes to cover the interest on a Government 
debt incurred by his parents and grandpar
ents. The facts are clear, but how should 
we interpret them? 

Our Government debt, like our much 
larger private debt, is for the most part 
internally held. It is owed to Americans and 
not to foreigners. Moreover our national 
balance sheet, like all balance sheets, has two 
sides, assets as well as liabilities. We could 
argue that Americans are the pobrest people 
in the world because they owe the biggest 
Government debt. (They do.) Or we could 
argue that they are the ri,chest people in the 
world because they own the major portion of 
the world's soundest financial asset, the U.S. 
'Government bond. The latter statement 
taken by itself can hardly be regarded as a 
logically valid argument for issuing more 
Government bonds. But neither is the for
mer a valid argument against Government 
'debt. Either position taken alone makes 
nonsense because each taken alone ignores 
the other side of the balance sheet. We need 
both sides. Americans are suffering from a 
nervous anxiety which for want of any other 
term we might call balance sheet ambiva
lence. The fact is that our children will 
owe the debt to themselves and in this sense 
it will make them neither richer nor poorer. 

But what about the interest on the debt? 
Will it not be a burden on future as well 
as present taxpayers? How can the next 
generation feel that they are getting any real 
benefit from the income on their Government 
bonds when it Ls they who must provide the 
tax money to pay the interest? Again the 
facts are undeniable. But consider an exact 
analogy. The same generation of children 
who inherit the Government bonds will also 
receive a vastly greater heritage of securi
ties of private business corporations. The 
revenues from which those corporations will 
pay interest and dividends can come only 
from sales to the generation of Americans 
living at that time: Will that generation 
then feel that the income from their busi
ness securities is also a spurious gain be
cause it is they who must provide the funds 
necessary to pay it? By precisely identical 
logic the owner of General Motors securi
ties should avoid purchase of a Chevrolet 
lest he find himself paying his own invest
ment income. 

This is not to say that there is no possible 
way in which publicly owned Government 
debt may represent a burden. Since owner-

ship of bonds is not likely to be distributed 
among the people ~n exactly the same pattern 
as tax collections it is sometimes pointed out 
that the income on Government securities in
volves a redistribution of income. But lt 
should be recognized that ownership of pri
vate securities causes exactly the same kind 
of redistribution, though on a much larger 
scale owing to the far greater volum~ of such 
securities. This follows from the fact that 
most of the income from corporate securitie.s 
is paid to a very small proportion of the total 
population who as customers of American 
busin,ess provide all of its revenues. 

3. The Government debt ' causes inflation. 
Inflation means a rising price level and this 
has usually been caused by increases in the 
spending-income stream at a more rapid rate 
than the rate at which additional goods could 
be made available. In the economist's 
terminology demand exceeds supply. With 
money demand increasing faster than busi
nesses are able to increase the real supply of 
goods, price tags are marked up. A bit of 
reflection on the role of debt in our national 
income models makes clear that there is no 
direct connection between the size of the 
debt and the level or volume of spending. 
It is the rate of increase in the size of debt 
that counts, since it is only new deficits and 
debt . which add to the spending stream. 
With exceptions to be noted in a moment, 
once debt has been created, it has no direct 

1 bearing whatever on the volume of spending. 
Its main effect on spending flows not from its 
existence but rather from the process by 
which it is created. This is amply clear in 
both models. It should also be clear that 
in this respect Government debt is no dif
ferent from private debt. So long as they 
are financed in the same way each adds 
equally to the spending stream. Since World 
War II by far the greatest additions to our 
money supply have come from bank loans to 
private borrowers. 

However, we must note certain ways in 
which existence of Government debt may be 
inflationary. In the first place ownership 
of large amounts of Government bonds, like 
ownership of any other assets, t.ends to make 
people feel richer and may cause them to 
spend more out of current incomes than they 
would in the absence of such assets. But 
Government bonds are no different from 
other financial assets in this respect and of 
course, represent a relatively smaller amount. 

Government bonds also may have infla
tionary effects if people turn them in to the 
Treasury for cash. Since such action by 
the holders of $48 billion in nonmarketable 
U.S. savings bonds would involve losses to 
the holders, a mass movement of this kind 
might be expected only if people anticipate 
severe inflation which would cause even 
greater losses in the real value of the bonds. 
But this did not occur on a large scale even 
in the late 1940's---a period when inflation 
was at its worst. 

Sale of marketable Government bonds 
held by the public would provide new money 
to add to the spending stream only if the 
bonds were bought by banks. Otherwise 
though the seller of the bond has more 
money, the buyer has less. But banks are 
under strict control in this respect. Like 
any other business they acquire assets by 
incurring debts. We call their debts our 
deposits (our money). Banks can go on ac
quiring all the earning assets which they 
desire simply by issuing deposit slips to the 
sellers, subject only to the restriction that 
a certain minimum proportion of their assets 
must be in the form of currency in their 
vaults or deposits at Federal Reserve banks. 
These are the banks' reserves and are ex
pressed as a percentage of their deposit lia
bilities rather than of their assets. But since 
Federal Reserve banks are also able to in
crease and decrease their deposit liabilities 
(the reserves of the· banks) by the same 
process of buying and selling assets, they 
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have complete control over the reserves of 
the banking system and hence over the 
banks' power to create new deposits. Mem
ber bank reserves, which are subject to 24 
hour surveillance by the Federal Reserve 
system, are the most carefully and continu
ously managed magnitude in our .American 
financial system and, in this case, the power 
of control is absolute, though not without 
restraints. 

Incidentally, this manner of describing the 
operations of banks in ten:QS of their balance 
sheets serves to impress upon us the com
plete pervasiveness of the debt structure 
which underlies our entire :financial system, 
even what we call our money. In our daily 
life we tend to think of "money" as some
thing final and ultimate, underlying all. If 
we owe a debt what we owe ls "money." 
Money seems to be the foundation of debt. 
Actually, the exact opposite ls the case. 
Money rests almost wholly on debt and this 
was just as true in Grandpa's day as it ls 
now. As with Government debt we get the 
true picture only if we look at both sides of 
the balance sheets. We all have our basic 
money assets "deposited" in banks and 
against these deposits the banks keep assets. 
But banks' "assets" are the debts of others. 
To be sure, a fraction of bank assets are in 
the form of deposits at Federal Reserve 
banks. But these bank "assets" are .in turn 
debts of the Federal Reserve be.nks, whose 
"assets" in turn are mainly debts of the 
Federal Government. When we ask. for 
"cash" we get mainly Federal Reserve notes 
which are debts of the Reserve banks based 
as before on their "assets" in the form of 
Government debt. Relatively speaking, the 
actual amount of gold underlying all this 
fantastic pyramid is minuscule. However, 
for those who view all this simply as confir
mation of their fear that the country is. going 
to the dogs, it may be pointed out that our 
money still has vastly more gold "backing" 
than Grandpa's money ever had. 

Failure to understand the debt origins o! 
money sometimes leads to absurdly incon
sistent attitudes. For example, at the end 
of World War II the American people were 
greatly pleased with their fat, new bank ac
counts, businessmen rejoiced in the resulting 
steady stream o! eager, well-heeled cuswmers, 
and newspapers from time to time proudly 
announced that bank deposits in their com
munities had reached new record highs. Yet 
the editorial pages of these same newspapers 
counseled sober reflection on the alarming 
increase in Government debt. 

The fact is that virtually all of the delight~ 
ful new deposits were created when the 
banks gave deposit slips to the U.S. Treasury 
in exchange for Government bonds. Banks 
were able to increase their deposit indebted
ness in this way because the Federal Reserve 
System had provided them with the necessary 
reserves l;>y increasing its deposit debts to 
them (their reserves). Once the necessary 
bank reserves had been provided, the banks 
and the Treasury simply traded debts. Each 
gave i~ own debt in exchange for the debt 
of the other. The Treasury received deposit 
debts of banks with which it could pay for 
the war and the banks received interest-bear
ing Government debt. When the Treasury 
wrote checks to buy war materials ownership 
of the new deposits was transferred to the 
people. The banks then owed the deposit 
debts to the people instead of to the Treasury. 
Though the people were happy about these 
newly acquired bank deposits--their new 
"money"-they were extremely critical of the 
consequent increase in Government debt. 
They did not realize that in condemning the 
Government debt they were condemning the 
source of the blessing. It was another case 
of balance sheet ambivalence . . 

As another possible source of inflation it 
1s also conceivable that in the course of the 
continuous weekly refunding of short-term 
Government debt, buyers might refuse to 

repurchase bonds and instead demand cash, must have in mind "insolvency." Webster 
simply by allowing their bonds to run off at deftnes "insolvent" as "unable to pay one's 
maturity. In such a case the Treasury would debts." But on reflection it becomes clear 
have no alternative but to sell the new bonds that this situation is quite inconceivable 
to banks to whom the Federal Reserve would for a debtor which can print its own money 
be obliged to furnish the necessary reserves at will. Government does this whenever it 
as it did in World War II. While this borrows from the banks. In what sense, 
eventually is technically possible reft.ectlon then, could a gove-rnment possibly become 
reveals that when we speak of buyers re- bankrupt or insolvent? 
fusing to repurchase bonds what we are Evidently, since Government can print any 
really talking about ls higgling over price amount of money it wants, it would become 
(yield). Since there is no question of the insolvent or bankrupt in a meaningful sense 
solvency of the borrower (he can print his only if it printed so much money or in
own money) , the only question relates to curred so much debt in terms of that money 
the interest rate. If the Treasury has trou- that the public would be unwilling, or less 
ble selling bonds to nonbank buyers at a willing, to hold either the money or the 
given rate of interest, it could presumably bonded debt. The general price level there
find such buyers at some higher rate. In fore affords a test of the soundness of money 
other words, higher interest rates are a and the interest rate a test of the soundness 
weapon available for use againsi inflation of debt. If the price level rises rapidly it 
and may have to be used from time to time. usually means that there is too much money 

The fundamental relationship of inflation and it also almost certainly indicates that 
to debt creation ls implicit in our models and because people are losing confidence in it 
it boils down to this: If additional deficits they are getting rid of it (spending it) about 
(and debt) are incurred only when total as fast as they can. Since the modern meth
spending is inadequate by definition (i.e., od of "printing money" is to sell bonds to 
some previously agreed upon level of unem- banks, the interest rate affords a running 
ployment) we can never get too much spend- evaluation of its effects. Rapidly rising 
ing by incurring deficits. In other words, prices and interest rates on Government debt 
when the need for stimulation is eliminated, are the sure signs that deficits, spending, 
the stimulation is eliminated. and debt are increasing more rapidly than 

4. When will this huge Government debt available output of goods and services. Ris
ever be repaid? Here is another situation ing prices mean that demand exceeds sup
where we see what we seem to see only if ply. You then have "overemployment." But 
we insist on applying to nations or institu- increased demand ls desirable only when idle 
tions rules appropriate for an individual or productive capacity makes increased supply 
a household. And, of course, the same rules possible. Policies designed to stimulate 
do not apply. While it ls true that every spending through . increased deficits and 
person must some day pay all of his debts, debts, either public or private, are appropri
and every debt instrument must be settled ate only when necessary to counter unem
on its maturity date, a . bit of observation ployment and deflation. At such times in
makes clear that these rules aJl'ord little in- crea.ses in demand can be matched by 
sight into management of the total debt of increases in supply and prices need not rise. 
nonmortal institutions, whether public or Rising price8 provide the signal that demand 
private. Every individual some day dies and ls outrunning supply. Only in time of war, 
his creditors expect settlement by that date. when other considerations become para.
For him the trumpet sounds and accounts mount, would it be defensible to continue 
must be settled. But what about A.T. & T.? money and debt creation even in the face of 
What about the banks of our country? What the danger signals afforded by rising price 
about the private debt? From table 1 we see levels and interest rates. With an enllght
that like those of Government, private debts ened electorate it could nQt happen other
have ·also grown. When will they be paid wise. Meanwhile it ls hardly logical to argue 
off? To be sure, the individual creditor of that increased spending (demand) should 
A.T. & T. gets his money whenever a par- not be undertaken to restore inadequate 
ticular instrument matures, and any in- spending (demand) for fear we might go too 
dividual depositor can have his money from far and get too much spending (demand). 
the banks on demand. But this ls also This ls tantamount to the argument that a 
true of Government debt. The Federal Gov- starving man should not seek moi:e adequate 
ernment refunds maturing debt each week, food supplies because of the risk that he 
and every month pays off in this way Uteral- might then suffer from overeating. 
ly blllions of dollars in individual claims. just 6. You can't run a business that way. 
as the banks do. Moreover, as far as any This one need not now detain us very long. 
individual owner is concerned a Government It is obvious from the facts presented in 
bond is the nearest thing in the world to table 1 that this is indeed the way you do 
cash. He can always sell it to another in- run any growing, successful business. In 
dividual. / fact we may add that a business that is not 

Thus we see that in ·these respects Gov- run that way ls not likely to be around very 
ernment debt ls not materially d11ferent from long. The case of Montgomery Ward, which 
private debts. Business debts and bank de- is still trying to recover from its budget
posits have been growing as long as our balancing, debt-avoidance policies of the 
country has grown. Expanding debts are a 1940's and early 1950's, is perhaps an example 
sign of economic health. If a man could worth considering. 
return a hundred years from now it ls a pret- 7. A big Government debt frightens and 
ty safe bet that he would find A.T. & T., the (J.lscourages private business. The fear ele
banks, Government, and business in general ment and its effect on profit expectations ts 
With debts that would make present levels one which cannot be overlooked. To the 
look small indeed unless, of course, our coun- extent that the public believes that Govern
try stops growing. And so if we ask, "When mebt spending and debt may lead to national 
will the directors of A.T. & T. become uneasy bankruptcy and disaster, a real barrier to 
and at last decide to pay otr their 'bloating development exists. Even if dangers are 
debt'?" "On what cataclysmic day will the imaginary they have harmful effects if they 
banks pay off their depositors?" "When will deter spending decisions. America's fears 
this huge Government debt ever be repaid?" of deficits and debt could keep the country 
The answer is unmistakable and clear: from carrying out production programs of 
.. When Gabriel ·blows his horn." which it is fully capable. World War II 

5. We face national bankruptcy. Although provided one of the most dramatic examples 
this statement is frequently heard, the mean- of this. The so-called production miracles 
ing as applied to Government ls not clear. of the war period would have been quite pos
Slnce "bankruptcy" refers to a legal process sible at any time during the depressed 1930'& 
which can hAve no meaning where Govern- had the Nation been wlll1ng to create and 
ment is concerned, those who use the term spend the money to provide the necessary 
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demand. Not until the appearance at Pearl 
Harbor of an enemy which seemed more dan
gerous than Government debt did the Amer
ican people feel free to loose the spending 
power necessary to bring in to action the 
production capacity that had been there all 
the time. Bonds bought by banks which 
were supplied with additional reserves for the 
purpose enabled the Government to create 
huge sums of new money which it used to 
call forth the production miracles. When 
the war ended the people found themselves 
in possession of this vastly increased money 
supply which they then proceeded to spend 
for things they had been wanting for a long 
time. The money created during the war is 
still with us and has provided the basic 
spending foundation for a period of pi:os
perity which up until the slowdown in re
cent years was the greatest in the Nation's 
history. 

The point which we must recognize here 
is that there is no special economic magic in 
war as such. It is the spending for war 
which provides the economic effects and war 
happened to be the only project for which 
people deemed such public spending justifi
able. It is a simple matter of national bal
ance sheet and income analysis to demon
strate that the spending income and money 
supply effect would have been exactly the 
same if the project had been that of build
ing highways, streets, schools, parks, research 
fac1lities, and free university education. 
However, if people believe that money and 
debt created for such purposes are somehow 
tainted and that a day of reckoning awaits 
a. nation which conducts such activities for 
any purpose except war, it is quite possible 
that we may again hold back from achieve
ments well within our power. Meanwhile, the 
Russians, hampered by no such folklore or 
public guilt complex, continue each year 
to increase their production by the full 
a.mount which their actual physical capa
bility permits. As a result, while American 
steel and other basic industry has often oper
ated well below capacity in recent years, our 
principal enemy has used all of his powers 
to steadily close the gap between us. No
body there seems to worry much about na
tional bankruptcy. 

In concluding our analysis of Government 
debt the following cqmmerits by a knowledge
able observer may serve to broaden our per
spective: 

"At every stage in the growth of that debt 
the Nation has set up the same cry of an
guish and despair. At every stage in the 
growth of that debt it has been seriously 
asserted by wise men that bankruptcy and 
ruin were at hand. Yet still the debt went 
on growing; and still bankruptcy and ruin 
were as remote as ever. 

"The prophets of evil were under a double 
delusion. They erroneously imagined that 
there was an exact analogy betwen the case 
of an individual who is in debt to another in
dividual and the case of a society which is in 
debt to a part of itself • • • They made no 
allowance for the effect produced by the in
cessant progress of every experimental 
science, and by the incessant efforts of every 
man to get on in life. They saw that the 
debt grew; and they forgot that other things 
grew as well as the debt." 

The words are famlliar. The problem is 
not new. The "prophets of evil," like Henny 
Penny, have been with us for a long time. 
Although the situation described here bears 
a startling similarity to American experience 
during the last 30 years, the writer did not 
have us in mind. He was referring to an
other great nation whose Government at 
the time he wrote had been engaged in more 
or less continuous deficit spending for over 
150 years during which that nation achieved 
an unchallenged position as the greatest 
economic power the world had ever known. 
The nation was Great Britain, the writer was 

the great English scholar and historian 
Thomas Babington Macaulay, and the yea; 
was 1850.o 

DEFICIT SPENDING: PUBLIC OR PRIVATE? 

As indicated in our introduction, the logic 
of national income accounting by no means 
requires Government deficit spending for 
the maintenance of full employment. It 
only requires that somebody must have defi
cits at least large enough to absorb planned 
surpluses. We note in our models that 
everything ran smoothly enough as long as 
profit prospects were assumed to be sum
ciently favorable to call forth the necessary 
private deficits. It is here that the practical 
man may enter an objection consistent both 
with his value judgments and with national 
accounting principles. Here he at least has 
a chance of bringing down a bird. To be 
sure, he has not failed to point out that 
profits are often inadequate, but he has 
failed to connect this fact with the relevant 
national income framework, and his expla
nation of why they are inadequate is not 
always fully convincing. Our practical man 
argues that profit prospects have led to in
adequate private investment because of anti
business attitudes and policies of Govern
ment. At the same time he insists that the 
Government balance its budget at all times. 
In fact, he regard~ an unbalanced budget as 
one of the antibusiness discouragements. 
The stock market collapse as a reaction to 
President Kennedy's steel price intervention 
has frequently been cited as another exam
ple of the harmful effects of Government 
policy. (The latter argument incidentally 
overlooks the fact that the stock market col
lapse was worldwide and, except in France, 
considerably worse in Europe than in Amer
ica.) The logically consistent argument 
which 1s possible here is that, if Government 
would only leave business alone, private defi
cits spurred by adequate profit would insure 
the private spending necessary for full em
ployment. Government deficits would then 
be unnecessary. This is essentially the posi
tion of a substantial proportion of the busi
ness community and of thoroughgoing con
servatives. There is no rigorous disproof 
available to rebut this position, particularly 
since we are talking about the future in 
which all things are possible. But we can 
attempt to assess the probabilities, as con
trasted with the possibiliities, which are 
suggested by past experience. On the basis 
of such probabilities we can then consider 
the implications of a vigorously balanced 
budget for the future. 

The argument that Government anti
business attitudes and policies account for 
inadequate aggregate demand may have a 
certain persuasiveness and perhaps real sub
stance when applied to a period of stagnation 
in which we simply have a generally sluggish 
and hesitant economy. As noted above, it is 
not necessary that a Kennedy or a Roosevelt 
actually intend to conduct a campaign 
against business. It is enough if business
men believe it. But what about the peri
odic ups and downs which we call the busi
ness cycle? These movements long antedate 
both Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Kennedy. How 
do we account for the decline under Presi
dent Eisenhower in 1958, or, still more dim
cult, the far worse decline under President 
Hoover from 1929 to 1933? Was President 
Eisenhower antibusiness too? Was Presi
dent Hoover even more so? The record of 
history is that such movements have oc
curred in the past regardless of what gov
ernment did. It is a reasonable probabil
ity that they will occur again. This being 
the case, how can we test the conservative 
position? It could not be tested with a 

6 Bliss Perry, editor, Little Masterpieces, by 
Lord Macaulay, New York: Doubleday & Mc
Clure Co., 1898, pp. 192, ~98-199. 

Kennedy or an Eisenhower, :p.or indeed with 
a l:!oover, since, as we have noted, Mr. Hoo
ver s administration accepted very substan
tial passive deficits. To test it, we should 
be obliged to elect to the White House an 
uncompromising man of stern Puritan prin
ciple and· also give him a Congress of like 
conviction. Only under such leadership in 
a severe recession could we subject to the 
ultimate test of experience the novel eco
nomic theory that the remedy for inadequate 
spending is reduced spending. Such an ex
periment is not likely to be attempted for 
the simple reason that the leaders of both 
major political parties are fully aware of the 
probable influence that it would have on the 
outcome of the next few dozen national elec
tions. 

PROGRAM FOR THE PRACTICAL MAN 

It is possible_ to identify three kinds of 
situations in which modification or exten
sion of present policies might reasonably 
be expected to improve future prospects for 
profitable -private economic development and 
investment, thereby reducing the need for 
Government deficit spending. In some of 
the situations, the practical man might sup
port revision of present business policies· 
in others he could support public policie~ 
which in the long run would tend to in
crease private business activity. 

I. Private policies based on market power 
1. Although we profess to believe in free 

competitive markets and have laws against 
monopoly, substantial sectors of American 
industry have sumci.ent market power to hold 
prices at levels which enable them to achieve 
predetermined profit targets even when op
erating far below capacity. Whether, antici
pating stagnant demand, management sets 
high prices in expectation of the high costs 
consequent upon low level utillzation uf ca
pacity, or whether, by setting the high prices, 
management causes the stagnation of de
mand is a hen-egg puzzle that cannot be 
solved· here. In either case more price com
petition would lead to fuller utillzation of 
capacity and to lower unit costs. It was this 
philosophy which guided the first Henry 
Ford and on which our antitrust laws are 
based. But, as every TV viewer and magazine 
reader knows, American industry appears to 
prefer any kind of competition to price com
petition. In this area of fundamental policy
making our practical man is in the driver's 
seat. Only he can make the change. 

2. Labor unions often tend to look at 
hourly wage rates rather than total wage 
b1lls. Even though a higher wage rate may 
lead to unemployment of some workers or 
prevent entry of additional workers by dis
couraging expansion of the industry or by 
speeding up automation, union leadership 
usually prefers to have higher wages and 
less employment than lower wages and a 
higher level of employment. Technological 
improvements. are sometimes opposed, or at 
least after their introduction "featherbed
ding" strongly resists any elimination of dis
placed jobs. The inhibiting effect of such 
policies on profits, economic growth, and 
wider job opportunities is obvious. To the 
practical man's credit it must be recognized 
that he has not failed to identify and oppose 
these practices. 

8. Market power has been used to escape 
consumer sovereignty over design and style. 
It has been widely claimed that American 
industry, particularly in highly concen
trated areas like automobiles, in dictating to 
the captive domestic customer has not made 
the most of sales opportunities in the for
eign market. Those who seek to make this 
point do not emphasize price but argue that, 
since so large a part of our manufacturing 
market is .at home, our manufacturers have 
not made adequate efforts in design, styling, 
and sales prom_otion to meet foreign competi
tion in foreig~ markets. Abroad one notices 
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less emphasis on advertising and product 
dUferentiation and less reluctance to men
tion price. Whatever may be the facts relat
ing to our foreign markets, this is probably 
a fair description Of what happened in the 
automobile industry in the late 1950's. 
American automobile manufacturers modi
fied design, size, and style and turned to com
pacts only when foreign competition forced 
it. 
11. Public policies based cm the idea that 

higher prices and reduced output represent 
the best remedy for inadequate demand 
1. Agricultural price supports and output, 

restrictions raise the cost of food and other 
farm products, thereby raising consumer 
cost of living and atiording huge windfalls 
to wealthy farmers without greatly aiding 
poor farmers whom the program ls mainly 
intended to help. The economy has thus 
been denied much of the benefit of the great 
agricultural productivity gains of recent dec
ades. At the same time, by failing to con
centrate attention on the large numbers of 
farmers at the lower end of the income scale, 
the program tends to put otI solution of the 
underlying problem of too many people on 
farms. The Practical Man has not given us 
much help on this one. In fact, in the agri
cultural industry itself dltierences of opin
ion among the people involved have so far 
effectively blocked a solution to the prob
lem. Controversy over the recent wheat 
referendum affords a familiar example. 

2. Various Government policies both at 
Federal and State levels are designed to limit 
competition and to maintain price at the ex
pense of volume. Among these one may list 
(a) oil and other import quotas, (b) tariff 
exceptions for the benefit of industries which 
operate under especially severe disadvantages 
in their efforts to meet consumer needs at 
prices comparable with available foreign 
sources, (c) Fair Trade laws, (d) transpor
tation rates and regulations Umiting compe
tition among carriers, (e) State oil produc
tion controls which limit output of efficient 
producers but which allow drilling of any 
number of new wells the output of which 
will also be restricted, (f) State milk control 
and similar boards. In all of these cases otir 
Practioal Man, representing this or that 
particular industry, has been the princi
pal offender. In_ almost every instance Gov
ernment has intervened to restrict the free
dom of private enterprise for the benefit of 
a particular group and has done so at the 
request of the private enterprisers them
selves. While vigorously condemning all 
restrictions on free enterprise for the benefit 
of others, each industry defends with equal 
vigor the restrictions imposed on others for 
its own benefit. 
III. Public actiVities now unprofitable for 

private enterprise but likely to provide 
opportunities Jor profitable private invest
ment in the long run 
1. Research and development in industrial 

uses of atomic energy, space travel and com
munication, production of fresh water from 
the sea, and certain education programs are 
examples of activities in which the pioneer
ing must be done by Government for the 
simple reason that they are not profitable for 
private enterprise at ·this stage. Once the 
groundwork has been laid free enterprise 
may move in. Private industry is already 
moving into the generation of electricity by 
atomic energy ap.d A.T. & T's Telstar pro
gram has captured the imagination of the 
world. (We can just imagine what A.T. & 
T.'s debt will look like in another 20 years!) 
Granting the prospect for increasing impor- · 
ta.nee of training and education in the fu
ture, and remembering the spectacular bene
fits which the Nation now enjoys from the 
massive postwar investment in human capital 
under the GI blll of rights, the potential of 
the public education contribution should be 

clear. We also have the example of Ameri
ca's world leadership in agricultural tech
niques, mainly the result of Government
financed research. These are all activities 
which no private firm could have afforded to 
conduct, at least not in time to keep America 
ahead of her rivals and enemies. Since the 
practical man will obviously benefit from· 
such programs in the long run, would he 
not be wise to give them his support? 

2. Aid to undeveloped countries, especially 
in education, can yield immeasurable bene
fits in the long run. We need to look ahead 
a century or so and overlook such short-run, 
inconsequential matters as whether the in
dividuals who happen to be alive today 
hate us or love us, are grateful for aid, or 
follow our line. How many popularity con
tests could the English have won in our 
country during the 50 years after Lexington 
and Concord? Looking to the long run 
future with historical perspective the devel
opment of our relations with the emergent 
nations clearly takes on a crucial aspect. 
Together with our allies in Western Europe 
we represent probably less than one-sixth of 
the human race. Unless we believe that 
intellectual capacity is a monopoly held by 
one race of men this means that five-sixths 
of the best brainpower~ which is what will 
count in the future, ls outside our sphere. 
When these people achieve development, as 
they will, they will represent the greatest 
market, and by far the greatest source of 
human capital in the world. How fortunate 
it would be for us at that time if develop
ment of their cultural values and trade, 
the orientation of their learning, the very 
evolution of their languages, would continue 
to find their external influences mainly in 
the Western World and especially in America. 
Today virtually all of these nations conduct 
their courts, parliaments, and universities in 
European languages, usually Engllsh. Here 
in langauge ls a vital channel of communi
cation which tends to be denied to the Rus
sians and Chinese in direct proportion as 
we continue to. use it through education and 
other contacts. To discontinue such activi
ties through pique or misguided economy ls 
simply to leave the future to the Russians 
and Chinese. 

Government activities such as those llsted 
under III need not be conducted by deficit 
spending, though of course they afford out
lets for deficit spending at times when the 
stimulus is appropriate. In the long run, 
by stimulating profitable opportunities for 
private business investment, they should 
minimize the need for Government deficit 
spending. 

CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS 

Various programs along the lines outlined 
above should tend to make our free enter
prise system more viable in the long run. 
But meanwhile we are still !aced with the 
problem of the business cycle with its inter
mittent periods of insufficient spending and 
inadequate demand. The reader who has 
come this far may now ask, "Why all the 
public acrimony? Why so much fuss? Isn't 
the picture fairly clear?" 

To be sure, from the viewpoint of the pro
fessional economist or accountant the situa
tion is clear enough. Indeed it 1s obvious. 
In terms of accounting identities adequate 
deficit spending and adequate debt crea.tion 
are simply the source Of adequate demand 
(adequate sales volume) . In fact we can 
readily outline the highlights of modern eco
nomic history without any more data than 
annual statistics of the Nation's total debt. 
When debt grows at a satisfactory rate we 
find prosperity; when it grows slowly we find 
recession; and when it ac~ually declines we 
encounter deep depression and chaos. There 
is no doubt about this. It is the record of 
history. And we have now seen why it is so. 
After we have done all we can to encourage 
private spending the only remaining question 

of policy ls this: When priv&te deficits a.re 
inadequate should we choose to fill the gap 
with public deficits or should we choose un
employment? If another choice exist.s it has 
not been identified. 

And so the puzzle persists. Why all the 
misunderstanding? We are obliged to go 
back more than a century and a half to find 
a parallel. The split between professional 
economists and the general public on the 
issue of free trade probably affords the best 
comparison. From the very birth of the 
Republic this issue was a source of bitter 
controversy. Although a civil war was 
fought over it, that war did not settle it. 
Not until 1962 could we say that virtually 
all responsible groups in the Nation had 
more or less officially come to accept what 
economists had been pointing out ever since 
the days of Adam Smith. Perhaps it is also 
worth noting that even the free trade case 
was not nearly so clear cut as the deficit 
spending case. For in the free trade case l·t 
ls possible to identify producer interests 
which are indeed different from consumer 
interests, at least, in the short run. In the 
deficit spending case there ls .no such con
flict of interest. When demand ls inade
quate and depression develops every one 
suffers. The Nation suffers. When demand 
is adequate the entire economy blooms. 

It ls precisely at this point that the econ
omist himself encounters a puzzle. How can 
the principal beneficiaries of appropriately 
timed Government deficits also be the chief 
opponents of this policy? For who has more 
to gain from good business than a business
man, and who has more to lose when busi
ness is bad? It is a well-known fact that 
the initial impact of recession is always on 
profits. Profit is the volatile element in 
national income and ls always the first to 
melt away when demand becomes inade
quate. No matter how industrious and com
petent they may be, enterprisers as a group 
find that the cards are hopelessly stacked 
against them when aggregate demand is on 
the decline. Business cannot sell unless the 
customers buy. 

Perhaps one reason why the practical man 
has opposed policies beneficial to business is 
that he has not looked at the whole picture. 
This was obviously the case after World War 
II when he rejoiced in his growing bank ac
count but deplored the growing Govern
ment debt which produced it. But the 
economist must also bear some of the blame. 
He has rarely seemed able to explain the 
mysteries of money, debt, and income crea
tion in terms understandable to the general 
publlc. And in spite of the fact that every 
economics textbook of the past 15 years has 
sought to explain in painful detail the prin
ciples outlined in this article, university 
economists can scarcely claim to have sent 
their students away with a crystal-clear pic
ture of how our money system operates. 
Probably neither the practical man nor the 
economist can take much credit in the public 
debate which has occurred. In fact there 
has been little genuine debate because there 
has been so little communication. The prac
tical man and the press have tended to 
pontificate about technical matters which 
they have not understood clearly; while the 
economist on his part has frequently shown 
little patience or forbearance and has seldom 
devoted much time to the improvement of 
public understanding. Yet the problem is 
crucially important tO the success of our 
democracy. The issues need to be clearly 
defined, the assumptions . explicitly stated, 
and the discussion conducted with a degree 
of objectivity not achieved up to now. 
Meanwhile we might reflect on the comment 
which Prof. A. C. Pigou made ~o years 
ago in connection with the free trade issue: 
"There ls indeed a long timelag between the 
attainment of knowledg.e in economic affairs 
and its entry into the halls of authority.'' 
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THE FABRIC OP ONE WORLDISM . 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, in the 

continuing search for international har
mony that will allow all peoples of the 
world to live together in peace. and with 
freedom, some Americans have become 
entangled in a spurious concept often 
described as "one worldism." The Wall 
Street Journal examines this concept in 
an editorial dated November 14 and 
holds it up for inspection, making appar
ent the holes in its fabric~ 

I remand the editorial to the attention 
of my colleagues and those across the 
Nation who follow the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

I should like to quote in this brief in
troduction the observation that: "It fol
lows that for a world government to be 
effective. it would have to possess powers 
of compulsion undreamed of in history's 
worst nightmares·. Even in today's free 
nations, · the constant threat is the ag
grandizement of state power; an inter
national authority would be infinitely 
worse. In this sense, nationalism as the 
West conceives it, is a force for good." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Wall Street Journal edi
torial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no obiection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 
as follows: 

A NIGHTJlllARE WORLD 

In ma.n's consta.nt soul searching for peace, 
one of the fa.vored vllla.ins is na.tionalism~ 
ff only this force could be extirpated, It's 
said, there would be no occasion for wa.rs. 
And never has there been more urgency 
about getting rid of na.tionaUsm, the argu
ment continues, because never before has. 
society possessed. such weapons of annihi
lation. 

To call this view an oversimplification ls. 
putting it mildly: If a.nything is surprising 
about it, lt is its widespread acceptance in 
the intellectual community. Thus historian 
Arnold Toynbee, in a recent New York Times 
ma.ga.zine article. deplores the· contemporary 
resurgence of nationalism and advocates the 
fashionable a.lternative--world government. 

It is quite true that nationalism has played 
Its part in history's seemingly unceasing 
wars. It ls a.lso true that men, by force or 
otherwise, ha.ve surrendered their nationality 
to a la.rger entity llke the Roman Empire. It, 
Is certainly tzue tha.t the present prolifera
tion of nation-states, some of them bits and 
pieces, has its ludicrous aspects. 

Yet that fta.gmentation itself tells a. good 
dea.l about the practical difficulty of eradi
cating na,tiona.llsm. From the most primi
tive African nation to a sophisticated coun
try like France, nationalism is obviously one 
of the most deeply rooted of feelings. All the 
preachments of history have failed to reduce 
It, and it shows no signs of disappearing to
day. 

Is na,tionalism, in any case, such a: cardinal 
cause of war in our times? Algerians a.nd' 
Moroccans could presumably :ftnd reasons for 
mutual antipathy no matter what their po
litical structures. But fringe fighting of that 
sort ts not what the world has to worry 
a.bout; it is the antagonism of the two grea.t 
power blocs. 

Mr. Toynbee, like so many of his academic 
colleagues, regards each with equal disdain. 
If only the United States and the U.S.S.R~ 
would bury the hatchet and get together, he 
suggests, the world would be eternally in 
their debt. Perhaps; but this seems to over
look some rather relevant considerations. 

For one, the threat to the peace does not 
come f:com any excess o! U.S. nationa.llsm. 
It comes from. a peculiarly unfortunate com-

b-ination of Russian imperia.llsm a.nd· Com
munist dogma. Nationalism unqestionably 
Js. part. of that combination, as ca.n be seen 
in the dispute between Red Russia . and Red 
China, but a large part of 1t is also the urge 
to turn the world into a. Communist concen
tration camp for the benefit of a power-hun
gry elite. 

To equa.te that psychopathic drive with the 
American advocacy of open societies is to 
make a. bitter joke of both history and phi
losophy. Let the Russians. abandon their 
global a.mbitions, and then it will be pos
sible. to talk a.bout getting together. 

Even that millenium, however, would not 
remove the threa.t of war. Suppose it were 
possible, a.s Mr. Toynbee seems to think it 
is, to establish a. world government. How 
could such a setup be expected to remove 
the animosities and ambitions that lie so 
deep in men and nations? The trouble 
with the United Nations as a. would-be world 
government is not that it is not powerful 
enough; it is that of necessity it merely mir
rors the contentions that rive the world. 

It follows that for a. world government to 
be effective, it would have to possess powerlit 
of compulsion undreamed of in history's 
worst nightma.res. Even in today's tree na.
tions, the constant threat is the aggrandize
ment of state power; an international au
thority would be infinitely wor.se. In this 
sense, nationalism as the West conceives it 
is a force for good. 

It is a little saddening, not to say frighten
ing, that intelllgent people can seriously 
support such weird causes. For the pan
acea they propose would,,not end war, but it. 
most surely could end freedom. 

FEDERAL CREDIT CONTROL 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, the 

March 1963, issue of Nation's Business 
~agazine elaborated on the basic argu
ments pro and con of the so-called 
truth-in-lending bill. 

The article in its opening paragraph 
stressed that the Douglas credit control 
bill should be of interest to persons in 
and out of the money lending business: 
"Whatever your- business, you have a 
stake in the new push in Congress for 
Federal regulation of credit." 

After citing several abstract examples 
of credit abuse-examples which un
doubtedly do exist-the writer notes that 
"usury is as old as the use of money, and 
fraudulent sales will continue as long as 
unwary ignorant people have money to 
spend." 

In asking· unanimous consent that this 
article be printed in the RECORD at this 
poi'.nt with my remarks" I call my col
leagues' special attention to the- five 
major discrepancies regarding S. 75() 
enumerated in a survey by the maga
zine. 

I direct attention also to a chart listing 
methods of computing the· interest rate 
equivalent of carrying charges on in
stallment sales. This chart is headed 
very appropriately. "Calculating an Ac
curate Simple Annual Rate Is Impossible 
for Many Accounts." 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed fn the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THIS PROPOSAL SHORTCHANGES YotTR Cus

TOMERS--COSTS AND PRICES W OlJ'LD RISE 
UNDER FEDERAL CREDIT CONTROL PLAN 

Whatever your business .. you have a stake 
in the new push in Congress: far Federal 
regulation of credit. 

The pending proposals would direetly a.f
fect every retailer who sells on credit, and 

eyery lender. Manufacturers. would be a.f
;fected because the markets for their prod
ucts would be disrupted. 

Sen. PAUL H. DotTGLAs, Illinois tiemocra.t, 
and other sponoors of the legislation cite 
ft.a.grant credit a.buses ta prove the :need for 
Federal control. 

A Chicago man bought a. television set on 
time. It broke down the day a.fter he re
ceived it. The firm threatened to garnishee 
his wages, if he didn't pay some of the money 
he owed. His total debts a.mounted to $700. 
His wages had been garnisheed three times 
before and' he feared new garnishments might 
mean loss of his job, or if he. wereh 't fired, the 
garnishments would mean hardship to his 
family. Mter he killed himself, the coro
ner's jury returned a verdict· of suicide while 
temporarily insane due to pressure from 
creditors. 

There was also the case of · the woman 
supporting herself and four children on a 
weekly wage of $55. A "conservatory of 
music" induced her to sign an Installment 
sales contract for a. $600 accordion for one 
of her children. About 5 months later the 
"conservatory" informed the woman that her 
daughter had displayed such exceptional 
artistic talent that a better instrument was 
required. The woman agreed to pay $1,800 
at the rate of $72 a month. Then she real
ized she would have difficulty making the 
payments. Although attempts were made to 
ease her plight, she wound up returning the 
accordion after having spent $383. 

How, in the face of such unhappy cases, 
could there be opposition to the Douglas bill? 

Would the Douglas blll really curb the 
type of overbuying represented in the two 
abuse cases? 

Why, despite more than S years of 
lobbying, do even proponents concede that 
consumers are not excited about tl!lis legis
lation? 

Nation's Business surveyed a. wide va.ri
ety of tza.de associations and federations 
whose members are constantly involved in 
credit or loan transactions to find out why 
they oppose such proposals, billed as a. sta ... 
loiUze:r to the economy. 

Their spokesmen stress. they have no ob
Jection to the bill's ostensible goal of fully 
info,rming the customer o! the cost of credit. 
They note that it's already the pra.ctice of 
the· great majority of credit businesses to tell 
the customer what credit costs either in terms 
o:C total dollars and cents, or as a monthly 
interest rate-whichever ls feasible. 

The survey revea.ls· the majority beiieve--
1. The burdensome requirements would 

Increase the cost of doing business and rep
:resent a. pressure to raise the level of retail 
prices. 

2. Calculation of an accurate .. simple an
nual rate" is absolutely impossible in many 
credit accounts. 

3. It would contuse the public by compel
ling inaccurate or misleading rather than 
true information. 

4. The bill would encourage. hiding serv
ice charges in merchandise prices. 

5. It would impose Federa.l restrictions on 
purely local transactions a.nd necessitate 
creation of a. new Federal. price control 
bureaucracy. 

Sena.tor DOUGLAS, with 1 'Z cosponsors, in
troduced Federal credit legislation in 1960. 
Since then there have been three sets of 
hearings. 

Early this year he charged that Americans 
are: paying millions of d&llars in hidden 
coats on borrowed money; that banks charge 
borrowers exorbitant sums by asking interest 
on a monthly basis rather than on a. yearly 
rate and by not reducing interest. a.s debts 
are reduced. 

·To understand what sponsors want, here's 
an example:~ rn. a. revolnng charge: account, 
where customers are now told they wm pay 
a 1.5 percent charge per month on the de
clining balance, sponsors want this charge 
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expressed as an 18 percent ·simple annual 
rate ( 12 x 1.5) . In a typical account, how
ever, the customer's actual paying rate 
would not amount to 18 percent except un
der the most unusual circumstances. 

His supporters push the twin theme that 
credit charges and interest rates are often 
cleverly concealed and misrepresented, and 
all consumers have money to gain and not 
a penny to lose from enactment of the bill. 

Besides, the argument goes, excessive use 
of credit threatens the economic stability 
of the Nation. Consumers lack adequate 
information on the cost and thus tend to 
overextend their credit. 

Senator WALLACE F. BENNETT, Republican, 
of Utah, congressional leader of the fight 
against the credit bills, replies that con
sumer debt has shown a stable relationship 
to gross national product and personal dis
posable income in recent years. 

Rates of repayment have maintained a 
sensible relationship to new extensions of 
credit. 

In fact, some leading economists take the 
view that the postwar credit rise has not 
been great enough. 

"It's impossible to say at what point con
sumer credit becomes excessive," says Wil
liam F. Butler, vice president and economist 
of Chase Manhattan Bank. "It seems clear 
we're nowhere near that point at present." 

If the purpose of the proposal' is to dampen 
sales, opponents agree that it would probably 
be successful, at least temporarily. 

"It would have an adverse psychological 
effect on some customers and some sales per
sons," says Derek Brooks, vice president and 
director of government relations of the Na
tional Retail Furniture Association. "When 
you impose a practice nobody is following in 
the economy, you're playing a dangerous 
game. You're monkeying around with the 
economic machinery." 

"It would cause a sales decline which the 
economy cannot afford," warns Fred Hachtel, 
president of the International Consumer 
Credit Association. "We need increased cus
tomer sales, not less." 

"I would not want to make a flat predic
tion with respect to a sales decline if the 
Douglas bill is enacted," comments M. Mon
roe Kimbrel, president of the American Bank
ers Association, "but certainly there would 
be serious delay in the normal flow of. busi
ness if lenders were required to furnish the 
specified information to the borrower in 
writing prior to the consummation of a 
transaction. Mall order transactions, add-on 
arrangements, sales made by a retail estab
lishment with the credit contract prepared 
by the home oftlce, and other credit sales 
in which involved calculations are required 
would certainly be disrupted and this could 
lead to a sales slowdown." 

Would the bill really protect the class of 
customers who, through ignorance or inat
tention, expose themselves to exorbitant in
terest or credit charges? 

"For the most part the ignorant and un
sophisticated would pay not the slightest 
bit of attention," says John A. Gosnell, ex
ecutive. secretary and general counsel of the 
National Small Business Association. "With 
few exceptions, those in this category who 
desire to make a purchase on credit will cer
tainly do so regardless of unfavorable terms." 

Mr. Gosnell notes that usury is as old as 
the existence of money and fraudulent sales 
will continue as long as unwary, ignorant 
people have money to spend. 

The theoretical objective of the Douglas 
bill, he says, is enforcement of business 
ethics in areas which can never be fUlly 
policed. State supervision, coupled with vol
untary industry action to clean up the more 
flagrant abuses, 1s the only method which 
has any practical chance of constructive 
results. 

Retailers stress th-at the Douglas blll would 
not stop abuses by the !ew unscrupulous op· 

era.tors. Extreme cases often involve fraud
ulent practices already prohibited by exist
ing law. No legislation ever completely 
stops scoftlaws. 

Actually a "simple annual rate" probably 
would confuse consumers because of their 
tendency to equate it with interest, which 
has a sort of historical top of 6 percent. 

"The overall figure," Mr. Hachtel says, "is 
a compilation of several charges, of which 
foterest ls only one small part. To lump 
all these together into one sum and ex
press it as an annual rate of interest is 
unrealistic." 

Mr. Brooks points out that those who 
don't have enough education to figure out 
interest rates now, "by the same token, will 
not be able to understand the meaning if 
given to them by law. What is needed is 
more education, not more figures." 

Louis Rothschild, executive director of the 
National Association of Retail Clothiers & 
Furnishers, adds that it means nothing be
cause the paid rate may be more or less than 
the stated rate depending on how the cus
tomer pays the bill. 

The American Retail Federation, which 
represents 800,000 retail firms handling more 
than 70 percent of all consumer sales, offers 
this considered opinion: "It is impossible to 
quote an actual annual rate on a revolving 
account since the amounts and times of fu
ture purchases and payments are not de
terminable. The bill seeks to gloss over this 
impediment by exempting a creditor from 
its penalties if he overstates the rate. Thus, 
the blll permits misquoting on the high 
side." 

Mr. Gosnell summarizes: 
"With respect to the small merchant the 

proposal is so burdensome and impractical 
that it would be completely self-defeating. 
The average clerk could never make the 
necessary calculations. In fact there are 
few store owners who could arrive at correct 
and uniform answers. But even assuming 
that the calculation could be made, the time 
required to perform this function would so 
interfere with the consummation of sales 
th"!-t the practice would be prohibitive." 

"We are not opposed to full disclosure," 
Philip J. Mullin, executive vice president of 
the American Industrial Bankers Association, 
stresses. "Our member companies and banks 
throughout the country have full disclosure 
as they feel that it is only proper and fitting 
to see that the customer is told what he is 
paying and why. AIBA does object to the 
suggestion that full disclosure should be 
stated in terms of simple annual interest. 
This would be a diftlcult task at best and, 
we feel, a useless one." 

The National Retail Merchants Association, 
which represents 10,500 department, specialty 
and yariety stores, states that revolving credit 
accounts would have to be abandoned be
cause it is impossible to calculate simple 
annual rate beforehand. 

"Experience," according to J. Mlller Red
field, president of the National Consumer 
Finance Association, "has shown that the 
consumer, when faced. with percentages, al
most invariably asks: 'Just how much is that 
in dollars and cents?' 

"For this reason, State-regulated consumer 
finance firms usually express their rate of 
finance charge in percent per month as pre
scribed by State law, but also express charges 
in terms of dollars and cents-the language 
consumers understand and quite evidently 
prefer." 

Mr. Brooks points out that "credit has been 
and is intensely competitive. You may be 
sure that if the simple annual rate were 
informative and customers were asking for 
it, the forces of competition among retailers 
in the marketplace would long ago have 
caused this information to be given volun
tarily by alert retailers seeking to get one up 
on their competitors. But you don't find lt 

anywhere. It's reasonable to conclude there 
isn't any consumer demand for it." 

An example of the mathematical acrobatics 
involved would be the purchase of a $20 
battery, payable on a time basis with four 
biweekly payments of $5 each and one final 
payment of $2 for carrying charges. 

Answers from experts on how much simple 
annual interest the $2 represented ranged 
from 80 to 130 percent. The National Auto
mobile Dealers Association came up with at 
least five answers--each correct, depending 
upon certain assumptions. 

If experts offer so many varied answers to 
such minor purchase, how, the association 
asks, can anyone reasonably expect the aver
age employee of a business establishment to 
arrive at the absolute and correct answer that 
would protect his employer from the civil 
penalties imposed under the bill? 

Willful violators would be subject to a 
$5,000 fine or 1-year imprisonment, or both. 

Retailers also worry that some merchants 
might advertise little or "No charge for cred
it" and put all or part of the cost of the 
credit into the price of merchandise. Other 
retailers then might have to do the same 
thing to defend their competitive position. 
The customer would get less information 
about the oost of buying on credit-con
trary to the alleged purpose of the blll. 

This situation would raise a serious prob
lem for small business. Large stores, with 
a wide variety of merchandise, would have 
far more opportunities to adjust prices to 
cover credit costs than smaller stores with 
limited product lines. 

The additional cost of administering the 
bill, according to Montgomery Ward, will be 
reflected in charges to customers. 

Retail spokesmen also note that the States 
already regulate consumer credit, that State 
governments are closer to the constituents, 
and can frame laws to flt unique local situa
tions. 

Twenty-five States now have retail install
ment sales acts requiring sellers to list and 
disclose in detail the essentials making up a 
sale. Retail installment sales laws are on 
the books in 42 States covering all goods, 
automobile sales only, or both. 

"Each State tailors its disclosures law to 
fit the conditions prevalent in that State," 
Mr. Kimbrel notes. "In this way the States 
can regulate consumer credit in the manner 
best suited to the practices of its lend
ers." 

In fact, much State legislation includes 
vitally important elements of disclosure 
which do not appear in the Douglas bill. 

"The bill fails to take into consideration 
the differing conditions which affect con
sumer credit in the various States." 

"There is no question," says Cliftord A. 
Allanson, executive director of the New York 
State Council of Retail Merchants, "that 
State governments can effectively regulate 
consumers' interest. 

"For example, New York State enacted 
laws in 1956 covering sales of motor vehi
cles and in 1957 covering sales of merchan
dise generally which provide adequate 
protection. 

"Under New York State laws the seller 
must provide the buyer with full informa
tion regarding all phases of a contract or 
agreement. 

"Customers are not only protected by re
ceiving fully detailed information but limi
tations are imposed on the amount of carry
ing charges which can be levied." 

Robert J. McKinsey, general counsel of 
the National Independent Automobile Deal
ers Association, points out that State legis
latures are fully acquainted with the spe
cifics and variations of credit financing in 
their own States. 

Federal control, its opponents note, would 
have the octopus reach of wartime price 
control acts. Whatever agency would be 
designated to administer the law-Federal 
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Reserve Board or Federal Trade Commis
sion-the specter of a national police force 
to investigate strictly local violatione is 
raised. 

Chairman William McChesney Martin, Jr . .
testified that the Federal Reserve Board did 
not want the responsibllity of administering 
the Douglas bill introduced: In the last con-
gressional session. -

FTC Chairman Paul Rand Dixon also con
ceded that "the problems of administration 
would be tremendous."' 

Mr. Gosnell notes; 
"Government regulatory fn.spection would 

have to be based on some type of reporting 
system, and even though on a spot-check 
basis the impact on the small business com
munity would be especially severe. Even 
to try to enforce such a law on a spot-check 
basis would require a gigantic and expen
sive bureaucracy, and the remote possibility 
of effective results would make this a futile 
and wasteful project." 

Any attempt at enforcement would require 
a "tremendous,. number of inspectorS', says 
Mr. Allanson, of the New York State Council 
of Retail Merchants. 

What are the alterna.tives to the Douglas 
b111 to check whatever abuses may exfst? 

Mr. Kimbrel expresses the consensus: 
"The optimum in the way of an alterna

tive to this type of legislation would be, or 
course, voluntary full disclosure of finance 
charges by lenders and judicious credit and 
spending habits on the part of borrowers. 

"I am inclined to agree with Senator 
DOUGLAS, however, that this perfection is not 
likely to be achieved. It is in our approach 
to the remedies that we do not see eye to eye. 

"I believe it would be extremely helpful for 
every class of credit extenders to have a cre.ed 
oi~ statement of principles to serve as a. guide
post in establishing and maintaining sound 
credit practices. 

"The American Bankers Associatfon has 
had one for 22 years and, while there may be 
some banks which do not abide by its prin
ciples, the creed has been widely accepted and 
adhered to by most of our m .embers. 

"If voluntary compliance to certain rules 
cannot be made workable, then legislation is 
necessary-but at the State level. States al
ready having disclosure laws should re
examine their statutes 1! abuses can be 
shown to exist and those States which do not 
have them should consider them at the 
earliest opportunity. 

"As for the consumer. I have one definite 
recommendation to make. There is a need 
for more adequate education in basic 'eco
nomics. Consumer illiteracy is a phase .of 
this overall problem. I believe it can be sub
stantially corrected by improving, upgrading, 
and adding to present educational activities 
in the economics field. 

"A certain amount of g_uidance in the fun
damentals of finance will benefit the con
sumer much more than a 'simple annual rate• 
requirement. 

"I am convinced that good habits and 
prudent judgment can be taught. 

"They cannot be legislated.'' 

GREAT AMERICANS * 
Mr. HILL. Mr. President, each year 

the editors of Dixie Business name "A 
Great American." In 1,962 John H. 
Glenn received this appellation. Hubert 
F. Lee, of Decatur, Ga., who founded 
Dixie Business and has served as its edi
tor for 34 years, has announced that. 
World Statesman Bernard M. Baruch has 
been named "A Great American" for 1963 
and that the great Chairman of the 
House Armed Services Committee, CARL 
VINSON, has been named· for this honor. 
for the year 1964. Mr. Lee explained that 
the selection of Representative VINSON 

was announced a year in advance to point 
up the.fact that in 1964 our distingUished 
colleague will ha.ve completed ~O years 
of dedicated public service as a Member. . 
of the House-more years of service in 
the House than any other man in the 
history of Congress. 

We all know of the many services 
Bernard Baruch has performed for our 
eountry. His wise counsel 'has been a 
tremendous help to our Presidents, · to 
the Congress, and to innumerable other 
Government officials. On learning of his 
selection, Mr. Baruch wrote Editor Lee: 
"Thank you so much for the honor you 
bestow upon me by naming me the 'A 
Great American' for 1963. As I look over 
the list. I feel very pleased indeed~ par
ticularly to be between two such fine men 
as Colonel Glenn and CARL VINSON. VIN
SON has been a wonderful American, es
pecially in the last trying years." 

I heartily concur with Mr. Baruch's 
tribute to CARL VINSON, but I would has
ten to add that his words can also be used 
to describe his own contributions to our 
country. It is indeed a pleasure for me 
to announce these selections to the Sen
ate and to extend congratulations to 
these two great men who eminently de
serve the title "A Great American." 

MEDICAL RESEARCH 
Mr. HILL. Mr. President, at the 1963 

Albert Lasker Research Awards Lunch
eon at tlie Sheraton-East Hotel in New 
York City, on October 30, our colleague, 
Representative JOHN E. FOGARTY, of 
Rhode Island, who has made so many: 
contributions to the .cause of medical re
search, delivered the address. It is a 
very fine address, most informative, in
teresting, and challenging. I hope it 
may be widely read and I ask unanimous 
consent that the address may be print
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MEDICAL REsEARCH- FACT AND FANTASY 
(Remarks of U.S. Represen,tat1ve JOHN E .. 

FOGARTY, at the 1963 Albert Lasker Medi
cal Research Awards luncheon, Sheraton 
East Hotel, New York City, October 30, 
1963) 
I feel greatly privileged to address the Las

ker award group a second time. 
We meet today for a happy purpose .. 
We meet to honor the splendid achieve

ments of three of our finest medical scien
tists. Through these three, we honor our 
entire medical research community. 

The occasion is one for warmest thanks to 
Dr. Craig, Dr. Huggins, and Dr. DeBakey. 

It is equally a. time for self-congratulation 
among the thousands of scientists in our 
medical research community. For what 
honored gain in science is not a community 
as well as an individual achievement? 

I see a third purpose for which this occa_
slon is appropriate: That purpose is sterner; 
but surely the moment is a bracing one. 

We need to face-and to take up with 
spirit--a new challenge. _ · 

Cold winds are rising. I am sure we all 
feel them. These winds carry voices of dis
trust, misunderstanding-even outright dis
paragement--o! our national science pro
grams. 

These voices ~hallenge the one !act I am 
s.ure most persons here today see as our 
Nation's brightest hope: That. science and 

Government at last have found the wm and 
means to join in common purpose; that in 
broadening fields, they now work to meet the 
needs and aspili'ations of all the people. 

What ean these voices say to impeach such 
a partnership of hope? Many things, ap
parently. They urge · a startling catalog 
ci:C fearS'. · I hardly recognize the moonscape 
described-but understand it is supposed to 
be the United States of' America. 

Big science-these voices- say-hais been 
corrupted into partnership with big govern
ment. From such an alliance-so the fear 
runs-our universities, our individual scien
tistS', our traditfons of scientific excellence
and ultimately all of our citizens-will be 
the losers. How can this be? 

Does this describe the world of health 
research as you know it today? 
· The distortion is gross. But we cannot for 
that reason Ignore these voices. 

If we are complacent--if we do not react;' 
if we do not ma:ke absolutely clear the vital 
and fruitful nature of this parthership
many health gains that we now count !Or the 
:future may be lost. 

Let us therefore take up the challenge 
on the issues-and give back fact for fantasy. 
Nor need we be diffident in the task: For the 
fruits of medical research are worth our best. 
efforts. to defend. Here, we can draw en
couragement from illustrious predecessors in 
this task. For the record or health advances 
through science--and I can note Pasteur and 
the germ theory of disea.Ee as an example
shows that all too often they have been 
fought to accomplishment against strong 
opposition. 

I say: Let us listen to these voices. But 
let us listen carefully. Not- every critic 
merits a reply. 

Let us not be taken in by critles without 
credentials. 

We will talk budgets-but let it be with 
those who know we budget to meet human 
needs as best we can; not to defend a line 
drawn.in sand. 

We waste our time~ With those who see 
only gloom and doom when the Government 
j.oins any enterprise; with those who make 
large charges with small !acts or none to back 
them; with those who suffer from a hopeless 
case o:f nostalgia for a simpler past; with 
self-called critics who know-if nothing 
else-the publicity value of attacking major 
Federal programs. 

Let us by all means tune out these empty 
words. What remain&--honest dtiferences on 
needs, hopes, methods, and dangers in Gov
ernm_ent support for science--<:lemands. the 
wisest, clearest thoughts that each of 'QS can 
phrase. 

Today, I want to take up this dialog on 
three issues-the three that I see as basic in 
Government support of science: 

First, how can we know whether our na
tional investment Jin research is too little, too 
much, or just about right? 

Second, are we getting a fair return on our
investment? 

Third, are tax dollars becoming a threat 
to research excellence? 

Let me shrink this dialog to terrain I 
think we all know fairly wen: The area of 
Federal support of medical research-the 
programs of the Public Health Service. 

How does one decide the right amount 
of public funds to make availa;ble for the 
conduct and support of medical research? 

I feel I have some competence on that 
point: For 17 year&--in annual appropria
tion hearings for the Public Health Service-
I have been asking myself that very ques
tion. The consensus on these programs-
1n both Houses of. Congress and on both 
sides of the aisle-has been remarkable. 
Reasons for this--! think-won't be hard 
to identify. 

First, the decision process itself: 
In our Federal system, the decision to use 

public funds is practical and political. It 
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is made in Congress by elected representa
tives of the people. All Federal programs 
must pass at least two tests on which rep
resentatives judge merits as best they can. 

First ls the test of usefulness to the peo
ple. I know of no other basis for providing 
support from public funds. As the need 
met is great, and the constituency served 
is broad, the decision to support becomes -
easier. Once past this basic hurdle, each 
program-in varying degree--competes with 
all others for public support. This com
petition involves comparison of merit, the 
assessment of importance, a judgment on 
both short- and long-range gains. 

There is nothing to be taken for granted 
in this process. There is no magic, no fa
vored names or programs that guarantees re
sults. The review is searching-the debate 
demanding-and the result unpredictable. 

I hope that what I have said leaves one 
fact clear: The growth in Federal support 
for medical research is no accident; it de
rives from no legerdemain: It refieets delib
erate national decision to invest national 
resources to solve health problems. 

Now I will talk about the health research 
programs themselves. For in the nature and 
purpose of these programs, the reasons for 
this national decision become clear. 

The basic force behind our national health 
research programs arises from a very simple 
fact: No other Federal program aims so 
clearly and directly at ends good in them
selves. None showers benefits more gener
ously on all members of society. 

Emerson described health as our "first 
wealth." And so it is. I think you will also 
remember the words of President Kennedy 
in his magnificent health message this year: 
"Good health for all our people is a con
tinuing goal. In a democratic society, where 
every human life is precious, we can aspire 
to no less," 

The objective of saving lives and relieving 
suffering is one behind which all Americans 
have gladly united. To these hum!!t_nitarian 
benefits, medical research adds incalculable 
economic gains. We count these gains when 
disease and disab11lty are diminished-when 
p~mature death is forestalled-and as a 
longer, more productive lifespan becomes 
the rule. FinaUy, medical research ls a 
revolutionary force. It broadens horizons 
for all persons living. For the future, it 
promises generations bred to a new splendor. 

Truly, in terms of whart it can add to the 
sum of human goods, no limits can be set 
on medical research. 

Practically, then, in drawing up a health 
research program, one begins with needs that 
have no horizon. Beyond conquest of disease 
and suffering, lies the aging process itself. 
Beyond the problems of our biologic dis
ability lies the threat of our manmade en
vironment. Beyond needs _of our own gen
eration, lies the challenge of healthier and 
more intelligent generations for the future. 

However, we can only attack these prob
lems where present knowledge permits. For 
our programs, the most promising oppor
tuni ties--the essential next steps--must be 
identified. We need this for basic science 
areas, for disease research, for the problems 
of environmental assault. This identifica
tion of research opportunities must be both 
practical and informed. For this identiflca
tion, the Congress has rightly insisted on the 
best scientiflc advice available in this Na
tion. 
_ Below this level of scientiflc opportunity-

a long step down~is the level of practical 
capability. This brings us to the thorniest 
problem of all: The problem of resources
the shortage of scientists and facilities. 

To raise capabi11ty to the level of oppor
tunity, and opportunity to the level of na
tional goals, we must have a much stronger 
resource base than I see in prospect. 

The main decisions made each year on 
Federal medical research programs turn on 
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this point: What is the best balance we can 
strike between research and research re
sources-between opportunity and capabili
ties? 

In Congress, we listen to the best scien
tific advice we can get on this problem; and 
we get this advice in breadth and depth. 
Then our committee acts. 

If there is a better basis to appropriate -
funds for a Federal program, I haven't heard 
it yet. 

I promised today to tackle another ques
tion as well: Are we getting a fair return on 
our national investment in health research? 

This, too, is one of the questions about NIH 
programs that I have been asking myself 
for each of the past 17 years. 

My answer- for yesterday and today-can 
only be an emphatic "Yes." 

Let me make clear what my answer means: 
One can't-in a literal sense--buy research 

progress. However, one can buy the prob
ability of progress. This fact has guided our 
national investment in health research. 

How have we bought this probabil1ty? 
By investing in the health research com

munity as a. whole. We invest to encourage 
excellence and to shore up weaknesses; to 
assure support for research ideas considered 
of merit by the community; and to strength
en biomedical resources for the futurtr. 

For investment payoff, therefore, we look 
to the total community. Exclusive "credit" 
for specific gains is neither the objective nor 
the measure. The evidence sought is that 
with rising Federal support, the level of re
search productivity also rises overall-and 
that there is a clear gain in potential. 

What then are the community gains that 
our national investment--public and pri
vate-has helped make possible? 
· I note: 

An increase of 7 years in average life ex
pectancy during the 18 years ending in 1961; 

Maternal deaths, and deaths from polio, 
infiuenza, tuberculosis, whooping cough, 
syphillis, and others, reduced 75 percent or 
more over a. 10- to 17-year period; -

Drug research has brought new hope for 
the mentally 111; and has reversed the trend 
of population growth in State mental hospi
tals. 

Vaccine research and development is arm
ing man against a lengthening list of 
diseases; 

Through new techniques, cardiovascular 
surgeons now correct congenital defects and 
disease-damaged hearts recently thought 
beyond repair; 

Possib111ties of virus causation of cancer 
are being explored systematically. (Permit 
me to inject on this point my own personal 
belief-that in this relationship lies our 
brightest present hope for future break
throughs on the cancer problem.) 

"Cracking of the genetic code"-the clarifi
cation of how we inherit characteristics
promises a new world for biology-and pos
sibly for man. 

But perhaps the clearest gain is in the 
c.ompetence and promise of the health re
search community itself. Beyond a doubt, 
this is the finest, most dynamic, most pro
ductive health research community in the 
world-with excellence and leadership prov
en. For dramatic illustration of that lead
ership, one need look no further than to 
the work for which the awards are made 
today. Against competition from other 
fields of science, the health research com
munity has staked a firm claim that this 
will be known as the Age of Biology. 

I note two other gains that have been in
sufficiently appreciated: 

First. Research has revolutionized the 
character of medical practice in this country. 
Through new personal skills and knowledge
ability, through new tools and treatments, 
the effectiveness of individual practitioners 
has been multiplied several times. This fact 
should be noted by those who argue that re-

search is draining physicians away from 
medical care. 

Second. Medical research has speeded and 
assured the transformation of our medical 
schools. No longer are they trade schools, 
as Abraham Flexner found them 50 years 
ago. They have become rounded, stimulat
ing educational institutions-with graduate 
as well as undergraduate functionS--.:Covering 
the full spectrum of health sciences. 

The third proposition I want to talk about 
ts whether growing government support is 
a threat to research excellence. 

I understand the basis of this concern. 
But let me sum up why I see no threat to ex
cellence in health research today. 

First. The poisonous touch of Government 
support has been much exaggerated.. Even 
complete dependence op. that support needn't 
rule out research excellence. The proof of 
this is in the accomplishments of the Gov
ernment's own research laboratories-I cite 
the early labor-atories of the Public Health 
Service . . I cite also the laboratories of NIH 
at Bethesda, which clearly constitute the 
finest biomedical research institution in the 
world. 

Second. To those who insist on diversity 
of support to insure excellence, I point out 
this: For health research, the dollar support 
from voluntary health foundations, the 
pharmaceutical industry and private gifts 
grows yearly. This diversity of support wm 
not be found in other fields of science. The 
physical sciences, and the technologies of 
space, electronics and aerodynamics depend 
on the Government for a much greater per
centage of their total needs. 

Third. The criterion of excellence governs 
all decisions to support research through NIH 
programs. The scientific community ttself
through study section and council review
establishes that standard of excellence. It 
also makes the decision to support or not. 
Under this system, 50 percent and more of 
the research projects proposed are rejected; 
almost 60 percent of the funds requested are 
disallowed. 
· S.ome persons, however, would confine PHS 

support to the top 10 or 25 percent of appli
cations received-those with 24 carat guar
antees of excellence. For private founda
tions--with limited goals and responsibil
ities-this works well enough. But frankly, 
I don't see that as a feasible or sensible basis 
on which to mount a national research ef
fort to solve major disease problems. 

It would mean, in all probab111ty-
That difficult, unrewarding but essential 

research tasks would not be undertaken; 
That unconventional approaches wouldn't 

be tried as often; 
That bright but new scientific talents 

would have less chance to prove their worth; 
That a few of the older and more solid 

universities and research institutions· would 
monopolize public support; 

That growing centers of research excellence 
throughout the country would be left to 
wither. 

I myself have no doubts that the health 
needs and health hopes of the Nation are 
much more likely to be met--and met more 
quickly-as programs now operate. 

I have always acted on the principle that 
budgetary anemia.--induced by cynicism-is 
an attribute of materialism. It contradicts 
the notion in our society that the life and 
well-being of a single individual-extended, 
restored, or eased by the scientific dedication 
of his neighbors-is a richness beyond all 
value, a prize without price. 

To me, research is the pursuit of truth, 
the reduction of error, the discovery of riew 
concepts of man, life, and the universe. As 
we limit the span of uncertainty in the 
cause of death and 1llness and extend and 
enrich the span of llfe, we act in the highest 
ideal of government, in the service of the 
governed, and in the best tradition of pub
lic, private, and individual enterprise. 
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Ladies and gentlemen, I stand before you 

in deep conviction that the national inter
ests in medical research have been and are 
well served. 

I reject out of hand the imputations that 
generous Federal support has compromised 
science, scientists or the qualitative frame
work of administration. 

I have profound faith that what has been 
wrought in this postwar effort in medical 
research will emerge as the most significant 
Federal action of our era. 

It is with this optimism, founded in 17 
years of continuous involvement in the 
critical congressional process of assessment, 
debate, and decision, that I confront--and 
hope that I confound: The old men beset by 
little fears; the alarmists prophesying 
ominous futures; and the disparagers of men 
of e;ood faith and programs of great purpose. 

ELIMINATION OR CURTAILMENT OF 
PASSENGER TRAIN SERVICE FOR 
THE BOROUGH OF JEWETT CITY, 
CONN. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President. Recent

Iy I received a copy of a resolution 
adopted by the Board of Warden and 
Burgesses of the Borough of Jewett City, 
Conn. 

I would like to comment briefly on this 
because my position is in close accord 
with the one stated in the resolution. 

This resolution opposes any elimina
tion or curtailment of passenger train 
service for the Borough of Jewett City 
and urges the Interstate Commerce Com
mission to make a finding of necessity 
and order the New Haven Railroad to 
continue to provide passenger train serv
ice to the borough. 

The people of Jewett City would be 
inconvenienced, some of them greatly so, 
should the New Haven Railroad be al
lowed to discontinue passenger service on 
the New London to Worcester, Mass., 
line. 

I pointed out my view that these ·passen
ger routes are essential to an adequate 
transportation service to the commu
nities affected. 

I think the concern over the possible 
discontinuance of service on one of these 
lines, from New London to Worcester, ex
pressed in the resolution of the Jewett 
City Board of Warden and Burgesses il
lustrates and sustains my contention and 
for this reason I ask unanimous consent 
to have the text of the resolution printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
RESOLUTION OJ' THE BOARD OF WARDEN AND 

BURGESSES OF THE BOROUGH OF JEWETT 
CITY, CONN. 
Whereas it has come to the attention of 

the Board of Warden and Burgesses of the 
Borough of Jewett City, Conn., that the New 
Haven Railroad has petitioned the Federal 
authorities for permission to eliminate rail
road passenger service on the New London 
to Worcester Line, which serves the Borough 
of Jewett City, daily; and 

Whereas said passenger train service is 
considered necessary and vital to the econ
omy and welfare of the Borough of Jewett 
City: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Board of Warden and Bur
gesses of the Borough of Jewett City, That 
it be recorded as being opposed to any elimi
nation or curtailment of passenger train 
service for the Borough of Jewett City; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That said board urge the Inter
state Commerce Commission to make a find
ing of necessity with regard to such passen
ger train service and that said Commission 
order the New Haven Railroad to continue 
to provide passenger train service to the 
Borough of Jewett City; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
forwarded to the Interstate Commerce Com
mission through Senators DODD and RIBICOFF. 

THOMAS WAKELY, 
Warden. 

ARTHUR BENNETT, 
Clerk. 

TITO 

Jewett City and a number of other 
small communities, as well as people and 
businesses in New London and Worcester, 
depend on and need this service, and I 
would very much regret a discontinuance -
of this line. Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, my at

tention has been called to two documents 
written by Cyril A. Zebot, professor of 
economics at Georgetown University, 
Washington, D.C. 

I feel the same way about two other 
passenger service discontinuances pro
posed by the New Haven Railroad on the 
Danbury-Pittsfield and New London
Providence lines. 

Fortunately the Interstate Commerce 
Commission has ordered a stay on each 
of these proposed discontinuances to al
low ample time for an inv.estigation and 
for full public hearings on the three lines. 

In each case, I hope State and local 
officials, interested private groups and 
businesses, and individuals as private 
citizens as well, will take full advantage 
of this opportunit:r to testify and state 
their reasons for opposing the possible 
contraction of passenger services in these 
areas of my State and the neighboring 
States of Massachusetts and Rhode Is
land. 

I think they can make out a strong 
argument in support of a continuation of 
these passenger services, and I hope they 
will be successful. 

When I first got in touch with the 
chairman of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission to urge that an investigation 
be made and public hearing~ held, 

Professor Zebot was a native of Yugo
slavia but had to leave his land of birth 
and come to the United States to escape 
the oppression of the Communists. His 
knowledge of what is happening in Yugo
slavia is extensive and reliable. 

I am sure that the readers of the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD and the Members of 
the Senate will be interested in what 
Dr. Zebot has had to say about life in 
Yugoslavia. 

The two documents consist of a letter 
written to the Washington Post and a 
letter written to the President of the 
United States, Hon. John F. Kennedy. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Trro IN WASHINGTON 

If Tito's role in the postwar history is ade
quately analyzed and explained, it can and 
should be generally accepted that his early 
defiance of Stalin came to be instrumental 
in the post-Stalinist evolution of the Soviet 
and satelllte regimes (as well as Tito's own) 

toward less cruel forms of totalitarian rule 
at home and more civilized relations with the 
non-Communist world. This was no small 
contribution to the welfare of our time for 
which Tito, and the timely American assist
ance to him, deserve credit. In terms of in
ternational relations and diplomatic require
ments, this accomplishment may have 
warranted Tito's visit to Washington at this 
time. It would seem that most Americans 
accepted it this way. 

But your editorial praise of Tito went way 
beyond this undeniable aspect of the case. 
You paid a glaring tribute to Tito for having 
"made Yugoslavia a Socialist nation." This 
was to accept the well-known Communist 
distortion of the term "socialism" and then 
to praise it for its genuine, non-Communist 
meaning. 

It is a fact, attested to by informed West
ern students of the domestic realities of 
Tito's Yugoslavia, that in terms of ultimate 
political, economic, and cultural control 
Tito's regime is essentially as monolithic and 
totalitarian as any other Communist regime. 
Except for liturgical worship within tolerated 
churches, no independent associations, insti
tutions and organizations (i.e., free from 
effective control by the ruling Communist 
Party) are permitted to operate. Tito's re
gime is not just another de facto one-party 
government. It is a comprehensive social 
system of one-party control over the society 
as a whole. Only after having established 
this Communist essence of the Tito regime, 
ls it meaningful to point to the comparative 
mildness of methods in the execution of 
Tltolst totalitarian controls. For true free
dom would put an end to Tito's Yugoslavia. 

We abhor reappearing military dictator
ships in Latin America. We were rightly 
c.ritical of the nondemocratic aspects of the 
Diem government in Viet Nam. And we do 
not like the single-party governments in the 
new nations in Africa and Asia. But these 
cases are all outside Europe and few if any 
of them are truly totalitarian in scope, al
though some of them may occasionally be 
harsher in their methods. 

It appears contradictory that an American 
paper of your standing condones and even 
praises a regime in the heart of Europe 
which by any Western standard is a one
party totalitarian system. Such praise can 
only confuse the public in judging Tito's 
role and becloud that aspect of Tito's per
formance for which he properly deserves 
credit. 

CYRU. A. ZEBOT, 
Professor of Economics, Georgetown Uni

versity, 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 

THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

OCTOBER 12, 1963. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are writing this 
letter to you on behalf of the Committee for 
a Free Slovenia in relation to the forthcom
ing political visit to Washington of Marshal 
Tito of Yugoslavia. 

Our committee ls dedicated to the pro
motion of the basic American principle of 
inalienable human rights and national free
dom through self-determination, as it should 
apply to the people of Slovenia, now a re
public in the extreme northwest of Yugo
slavia along the borders of Italy and Austria. 

It ls a great paradox of our time that, 
while the natural aspiration to national free
dom and the right to self-determination 
have since World War II been, or are about 
to be, fulfi.lled for virtually all the peoples of 
Asia and Africa, they are stlll being denied 
to several peoples in central and eastern 
Europe with historically established national 
individualities. Slovenia, in particular, suf
fers greatly in consequence of this denial, 
for it ls a country in the heart of Europe 
whose history, culture, and economy have 

/ 
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their roots deep in the European West of 
which the people of Slovenia were part since 
their beginnings as a nation in the seventh 
century. 

Western sources o:t information about the 
conditions in Yugoslavia are in agreement. 
on the following two basic facts concerning 
Slovenia: · 

1. The Slovenes have an essentially West
ern culture and way of life of their own 
which distinguishes the Republic of Slovenia 
from the other Republics in Yugoslavia with 
d11ferent historical and cultural back
grounds. 

2. Economically, Slovenia is by far the 
most advanced region in Yugoslavia. But 
much of the fruits of Slovenia's higher 
economic performance is being systemati
cally diverted, by means of political com
pulsi_on, toward the power objectives of the 
centralist Communist regime in Belgrade 
and . for the benefit of the less-developed 
southern republics of Yugoslavia. The case 
of Slovenia ls one of the most outrageous 
instances of national economic exploitation 
in this ostensibly noncolonial era. 

While it is not for us to question your 
judgment in regard to Marshal Tito's visit, 
we do wish to use this occasion to recall to 
your attention the fact that the people of 
the Republic of Slovenia, along with several 
other peoples in Yugoslavia and elsewhere 
in central-eastern Europe, are being denied 
the right of self-determination, and that 
this oppressive denial ls aggravated by the 
continued absence of cultural, political, and 
economic freedom within the totalltarian 
framework of the Communist regimes In 
that part of Europe. 

We have the ho~or to remain, 
Y~>Urs very truly, 

CYRIL A. ZEBOT, 
Chairman of the CoonciZ. 

MATrllEW REBMAN, 

President, Committee for a Free Slovenia. 

ARREST OF PROF. FREDERICK 
BARGHOORN 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. Presi
dent, at a time when East-West rela
tions seemed to be steadily improving, it 
is, indeed, sad to hear of . the arrest 
and detention of an eminent American 
scholar, Frederick C. Barghoorn, on 
charges of espionage. 

President Kennedy assured the Nation 
yesterday morning that the Yale polit
ical science professor was on no Gov
ernment mission behind the Iron cur
tain. Rather, he was engaged in re
search, preparatory to writing a book on 
the Soviet .Union. 

That such an important and respected 
student of Soviet affairs should be ar
rested, held incommunicado, and Amer
ican Embassy omcials ·denied the right 
to confer with him is unwarranted and 
disgraceful. 

A reevaluation of proposals for in
creased cultural and social contact be
tween citizens of the United States and 
Russia is clearly indicated by this latest 
Soviet act. Simultaneously, I am cer
tain that our Government will do every
thing possible to secure the prompt re
lease of Professor Barghoorn, an inno
cent victim of the Soviet propaganda 
machine. 

RESOLUTIONS OF NORTH DAKOTA 
WATER USERS ASSOCIATION . 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, the 
North Dakota Water Users Association 
has done yeoman work in bringing to
gether the various economic, political, 

and social groups in support of water 
development and water conservation in 
North Dakota. It has been a real force, 
which has aggressively pushed develop
ment in North Dakota. On October 8, 
the Honorable Stewart Udall made an 
excellent address before the annual con
vention of the association and paid it :fine. 
tribute. 

Mr. President, I would like to call at
tention to the resolutions adopted at 
the convention, and ask unanimous con
sent to have them printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tions were ordered to be printed in the 

structlon of the Garrison division unit, 
Missouri River Basin project, by the Secre
tary of the Interior" were introduced by the 
North Dakota congressional delegation in the 
85th, 86th, 87th, and now in the 88th Con
gresses; and 

Whereas hearings on the current Senate 
bill, S. 178, were held before the Subcommit
tee' on Irrigation and Reclamation of the 
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs on June 6, 1963; and 
· Whereas it has been indicated that no 
hearings 111; the House of Representatives on 
H.R. 1013 wm be scheduled nor wm a Senate 
committee report on the hearings already 
held before it be made until the Interior De-
partment and the administration have sub
mitted to Congress recommendations which 
would assure the solvency of the Missouri RECORD, as follows: 

RESOLUTION 1-GENERAL 
· River Basin power payout and establish 

Whereas the purpose and objectives of this 
association can only be achieved through 
full coordination of and close cooperation 
with all agencies having lnt.erest and respon
sib111ty In the development of the land a.nd 
water resources of the State: Now, therefore, 
be It 

Resolved by the North Dakota Water Users' 
AssociatilYn, at its fifth annual meeting, held 
in Fargo, N. Dak., October 8, 1963, That 1t 
does hereby-

( a) Commend most heartily the Federal, 
State, and local agencies and entitles carry
ing forward programs or projects for the de
velopment of our land and water r~ources; 

(b) Support wholeheartedly the efforts of 
our congressional delegation, Governor, leg
islature, State and local agencies in their 
plans and programs for the development of 
desirable, useful, and needed natural re
sources projects; 

( c) Urge the appropriation by Congress of 
funds for initiation o! construction of the 
(1) Bowman-Haley dam and reservoir proj
ect In the current fiscal year; completion o! 
Investigations and reports on (2) Cannon
ball, (3) Cedar, (4) Green, (5) Heart, (6) 
Knife, (7) Little Missouri, (8) Missouri, (9) 
James, (10) Pipestem, (11) Goose, (12) Pem
bina, (13) Red, (14) Sheyenne, (15) Sourls
Mouse Rivers, and (16) Devils Lake area; 

(d) Endorse baslnwid.e planning of water 
and related resources with , affected States 
participating actively therein and with ade
quate safeguards o! State' water rights; 

(e) Encourage · continued cooperation be
tween the State highway department, bu
reau of public roads, State water commission, 
State game and fish departriumt, and other 
interested agencies in the planning and con
struction of multipurpose projects, such as 
the Sweetbrlar Creek and Crown Butte, Mc
Ville and Elm River combination dam and 
bridge facilities; 

(f) Urge Immediate remedial measures to 
control present bank erosion along MiSSOW'.i 
River between Oahe Reservoir and-Garrison 
Dam by construction of lowhead dams and 
other appropriate works; 

(g) Recommend the inclusion of reason
able benefits from (1) recreation, (2) general 
salinity control, (3) sediment control, (4) 
quality wat.er control, (5) public transporta
tion, (6) protection of public health, ('1) 
promotion of national defense, and (8) ful
fillment of international obligations as nori
reimbursables In Federal water projects; and 
be 1-t further 

Resolved, That the secre·tary transmit 
copies hereof to the North Dakota congres
sional delegation, Governor, president of the 
senate and speaker of the house, 38th legis
lative assembly of North Dakota, legislative 
research committee, and State and Federal 
agencies having responsibi]J.ties 1n the fields 
mentioned. 

RESOLUTION 2-GARRISON DIVERSION UNXT 

Whereas leglslative proposals "to make cer
tain provisions in connection with the con-

policies and procedures relating to cost 
allocation, reimbursement, and cost sharing 
which would be applicable to all water pro
jects proposing that a part of the joint costs 
of such project be allocated to recreation or 
fish and wildlife on a nonreimbursable basis: 
Now, therefore, be It 

Resolved by the North Dakota Water Users 
Association, at its fifth annual meeting, held 
in Fargo, N. Dak., October 8, 1963, That the 
Department of the lnteror and the Bureau 
of the Budget be, and they hereby are, urged 
to complete the necessary studies and re
views of the Missouri River Basin power pay
out and proposals and procedures relating 
to cost allocations, reimbursement, and cost 
sharing for recreation and fish and wildlife 
and report the Eame with recommendations 
to the Congress at the earliest possible time; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of the as
sociation be directed to transmit copies of 
this resolution to the Secretary and the As
sistant Secretary for Water and Power of the 
Department of the Interior, Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget, and members of the 
North Dakota congressional delegation. 

RESOLUTION 3 
Resolution authorlz1ng creation of a com

mittee to study need for legislation for 
licensing of water well contractors and 
regulation ot the business of water well 
drilling 
Whereas there was introduced in the 38th 

Legislative Assembly of North Dakota Sen
ate blll No. 171, for an act to llcense water 
well contractors and regulate the business of 
water well drilling, which bill was indeft
nltely postponed: Now, therefore, be It 

Resolved by the North Dakota Water Users 
Association, at its fifth annual- meeting, helcL 
in Fargo, N. Dak., October 8, 1963, That the 

_President be authorized to appoint a com
mittee of five citizens of the State to (1) 
consider the merit of and need for llcensing 
of water well contractors and the regula
tion of the business of water well drilling, 
(2) determine the advlsablllty of having this 
association express support of legislation 
for the achievement of such objectives at the 
next legislative assembly of the State, and 
(S) report thereon with recommendations to 
the 1964 midyear meeting of the boa.rd of 
directors; and be It further 

Resolved, That the board of directors be 
hereby authorized to take such action on the 
report and recommendations of the commit
tee, on behalf of this 'association, as it may 
deem appropriate and proper. 

RESOLUTION 4 
Resolution authorlzlng the appointment of 

a committee to study the merit of and need 
tor legislation relating to weather modi
fication, the licensing of controllers, a.nd 
fixing fees and penalties 
Whereas there was introduced in the 38th 

Legislative Assembly of North Dakota Senate 
blll No. 286, for an act relating to · weather 



22002 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE November 15 
modification, the licensing of controllers, and 
the fixing of fees and penalties, which blll 
was indefinitely postponed: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the North Dakota Water Users 
Association, at its fifth annual meeting, held 
in Fargo, N. Dak., October 8, 1963, That the 
President be authorized to appoint a com
mittee of five citizens of the State to (1) 
consider the merit of and need for legislation 
relating to weather modification and con
trol, (2) determine the advisab111ty of having 
this association express support of legisla
tion for tlie achievement of such objectives 
at the next legislative assembly of the State, 
and (3) report thereon with recommenda
tions to the 1964 midyear meeting of the 
boa.rd of directors; and be it further 

Resolved by the North Dakota Water Users 
Association, at its fifth annual meeting, held 
in Fargo, N. Dak., October 8, 1963, That the 
President be authorized to appoint a com
mittee of five citizens of the State to (1) 
consider the merits of and need for the es
tablishment of a State water conservation re
volving fund, (2) determine the advisability 
of giving the association's support thereto, 
and (3) report thereon with recommenda
tions to the 1964 midyear meeting of the 
board of directors; and be it further 

Resolved, That the board of directors be 
hereby authorized to ta.ke such action on the 
report and recommendations of the commit
tee on behalf of the association, as it may 
deem appropriate and proper. 

Resolved, That the boa.rd of directors be _ 
hereby authorized to take such action on the 
report and recommendations of the com
mittee, on behalf of this association, as it 
may deem appropriate and proper. 

RESOLUTION 6-APPRECIATION 

Whereas the annual meeting of the North 
Dakota Water Users Association, Inc., held 
in Fargo, N. Dak., October 8, 1963, is nearing 
the end, and those in attendance are mind
ful of the many courtesies, favors and serv
ices extended to its officials, members, and 
guests for which formal expressions of appre
ciation are in order: Now, therefore, be it 

RESOLUTION . 5 
Resolution authorizing creation of a oom

mittee to study the need for and proce
dure involved to establish a State water 
commission revolving fund 
Whereas the 38th Legislative Assembly of 

North Dakota, through enactment of senate 
concurrent resolution 1, recognized the ever
increasing demand and anticipated future 
need for water and declared as its policy that 
conservation and storage of water supplies 
should be provided wherever and whenever 
feasible and practicable; and 

Whereas almost every area, community and 
municipality in the State of North Dakota 
has or will have problems of water shortage 
which must be met and solutions therefor 
provided; and 

Whereas there are and will be many oppor
tunities for mitigating or solving such water 
problems through cooperation and partici
pation of local interests with State and Fed
eral agencies engaged in the planning, de
velopment and construction of multiple-pur
pose projeots for watersh~ protection and 
improvement, flood prevention, water sup
ply, outdoor rem-eatlon, fish and wildlife en
hancement, and related purposes and ac
tivities for the beneficial utilization of our 
water resources; and 

Whereas reservoir storage makes available 
a water supply that may become of major 
importance in the future for satisfaction of 
downstream water supply needs and which, 
coupled with agricultural products or other 
raw materials, might be a factor in an in
dustrialized river basin; and 

Whereas local interests in many instances 
are or wm be unaole to fin·ancially contrib
ute to or participate in the cost of desirable 
and needed water projects in cooperation 
with State or Federal agencies unless re·
quired funds therefor can be obtained 
through grants or loans upon such terms and 
conditiol¥J as are within their normal capa
blllties to liquidate; and 

Whereas the State water commission is duly 
authorized and empowered, and it is charged 
with the duty, among other things, to fi
nance the construction, establishment, op
eration, and maintenance of public and pri
vate works, dams, irrigation and recreation 
projects; provide for storage, delivery and 
distribution of water for municipal, indus
trial, agricultural and recreational purposes; 
and to cooperate with the United States, 
State and local agencies in achieving the 
aforesaid purposes and objectives; and · 

Whereas the aforesaid legislative assembly 
implemented the said Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 1 by appropriating and providing 
certain funds to the State water commission 
for limited use in connection with carrying 
forward the program and activities under 
the legislative poll-cy. aforesaid:· Now there
fore be it 

Resolved, That the North Dakota Water 
Users Association, aware that it would be 
almost physically impossible to identify and 
thank all of the individuals and organiza
tions whose efforts resulted in the success 
of this convention, does hereby express sin
cere thanks and appreciation to the individ
ual and collective numbers of the Federal, 
State, and local agencies and organizations, 
Fargo City Commission, chamber of com
merce, housing committee, news media, as
sisting personnel and all who assisted and 
gave of their time and talents in ma.king 
this fifth annual . meeting a success. 

MAINE BENEFITS FROM AREA 
REDEVELOPMENT 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, on June 
26, the Senate passed leg;slation to pro
vide additional funds for the continua
tion of the area redevelopment program. 
This legislation is now pending before 
the House of Representatives. Its enact
ment is important to the continued im
provement of the Nation's economy. 

During the Senate debate on this bill, 
I pointed out how the State of Maine has 
benefited from the area redevelopment 
program. Maine firms have received 
loans for the establishment of new busi
nesses and the expansion of old ones. 
The Maine Sugarbeet Growers Associa
tion has received a grant for conducting 
feasibility studies for the introduction of 
the sugarbeet industry to Maine. Several 
hundred unemployed Maine workers 
have been trained for new jobs under 
ARA training programs. 

The success achieved by ARA in com
bating unemployment and stimulating 
Maine's economy has been widely 
acknowledged. I ask unanimous consent 
to include in the RECORD at this point a 
news release prepared by the State de
partment of economic development. 
This statement outlines the benefits a 
Maine firm received under the area re
development job training program. It is 
just one of several case studies which 
underlines progress achieved under ARA 
and the need for continuation of the 
ARA program. 

There being no objection, the news 
release was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: . 

PRESQUE lsLB.-Good old down east horse 
sense has taught one Maine Yankee an eco
nomic fact of life. 

"Never pass up a bargain like that," par
ticularly when you're located in the middle 
of a county that's recognized as one of the 
Nation's most depressed. 

The bargain? In this case it was $43,398 
worth of job training provided by the Fed
eral Area Redevelopment Administration un
der the U.S. Department of Commerce-just 
one of a dozen or more projects that has fed 
nearly $2 million into Aroostook County's 
hard-hit economy. 

The man with the "good old down east 
horse sense" was William C. Viner whose 
family has been using horse sense in Maine 
shoe manufacturing since the turn of the 
century. 

As President of Viner Bros. a Bangor 
shoe manufacturer, Bill Viner had a prob
lem. He wanted increased production for 
his firm but could not locate the needed 
employees in Bangor. 

Querying Industrial Representative Ray
mond W. Curtis, of the Maine Department of 
Economic Development, Viner explained: 
"I'm not too particular where I locate our 
new plant, so long as it fulfills three require
ments. It must be a town that really wants 
an industry. There must be a labor supply. 
And there must be an adequate building al
ready in existence." 

After screening a half dozen possib111ties 
suggested by Curtis, Viner decided to expand 
his firm's operations into Presque Isle's 
readymade industrial park, provided when 
the U.S. Air Force ·vacated a once-strategic 
missile base. 

All three of Viner's requirements were met. 
A former missile hangar provided some 
25,000 square feet of manUfacturing space. 
The community-still attempting to fill the 
economic void caused by the base deactiva
tion-realized it needed new industry; real-

· ized that its agricultural mainstay, the po
tato, wielded less economic power and, in 
fact, had lost money for the farmer 6 years 
in a row. Employment was scarce but 
workers were plentiful. 

Almost everything was perfect--every
thing except that out of 450 applicants in a 
labor survey conducted for Viner, none 
had ever made shoes. However, within 6 
weeks of the day that 120 employees first 
reported for work, the newly formed Aroo
stook Shoe Co. was not only producing shoes 
but turning out 350 pair a day. 

Herein lies the story of the bargain. 
Maine shoe manUfacturers have usually pro
vided new employees with on-the-job train
ing at considerable cost to the firm. Wages 
while the trainee was learning, wages to 
instructors plus a loss of production caused 
by his absence from the production line, and 
employee benefits to the trainee all sapped 
profits from the manutacturer. 

Although the Aroostook Shoe project cost 
ARA $43,398, the same instructional program 
would have cost over $60,000 had Viner at
tempted it without ARA. What's more, 
most training offered by industry encom
passes one skill only while the ARA program 
taught two or more skills ' to each trainee. 

Thus, Aroostook Shoe Co. obtained a 
trained labor force with multiple skUls in 
the shoe industry for- nothing. "I doubt if 
we'd have gone to Presque Isle if we hadn•t 
received the ARA grant," Viner admitted. 
"We just couldn't a1ford the cost of setting 
up a new plant and training the personnel 
too." 

Once Viner had selected Presque Isle and 
decided to seek ARA funds for ·a training 
project, the redtape aspects of procedure 
were out of his hands and into the hands of 
the Maine Employment Security Commission 
and the Maine Department of Education. 

MESC's headquarters coordinated Viner's 
application for approval. First, proof was 
needed tha~ a labor ·surplus did exist in the 
ar_ea. Secondly, there must be a guarantee 
t}?.at trainees would be employed upc:>n suc
cessful completion of training. 
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An MESC-sponsored survey-seeking per

sons from the roster of hard-core unem
ployed--soon proved that a need existed for 
additional manufacturing employment. 
Viner indicated his intention to employ 
those successfully completing the course by 
leasing and equipping the building. 

In the meantime, the department of edu
cation approved a curriculum, instructors, 
and named Keith Thompson, principal of 
the Northeastern Maine Vocational Institute, 
as educational administrator for the pro
gram. 

Having cut down the initial group of 450 
applications through a series of tests, 
MESC's Presque Isle force referred 120 to 
the training program. Students were phased 
into training over the first 3 days of the 
program, were oriented on the production 
line and within a week the first complete 
pair of shoes rolled off the 400-foot-long line. 

In spite of apparent ease of effort in put
ting through such a complicated project, 
the training was a success from all points 
of view. "We had exceptional luck," Viner 
boasted, claiming that daily production 
would be up to 1,500 pairs of shoes within 
the year. "We're very confident about the 
production of these people." 

The manager of the new Presque Isle in
dustry, John Trask, said that employees 
trained under the ARA project would "prob
ably be better than some experienced work
ers. These people have been taught the 
right methods and they know more than 
just one skill." 

"We are happy with the program if the 
employers are," NMVI's Thompson explained. 
"Basically ARA is designed to stimulate the 
economy of a depressed area, either through 
technical aid, financial grants for commer
cial, industrial or public construction proj
ects, or for vocational training. 

"In this case, the employee training seems 
to have satisfied the requirements of ARA 
and the needs of the employer very well 
• • • while providing workers in this area 
with a means of gainful employment," 
Thompson added. 

According to DED statistics, over $1.8 mil
lion worth of ARA funds have been spent in 
Aroostook County for dtlferent projects, 
while more than $600,000 worth of ARA 
grants are now pending. 

"There's no question about it," remarked 
Wendell Phillips, president of the Presque 
Isle Industrial Council. "What the ARA has 
done is going to mean a great deal for the 
economy of Presque Isle for a long time to 
come • • • not only for Presque Isle but 
for all of Aroostook County and, in the long 
run, the whole State of Maine.'' 

Phillips, also president of a local bank, 
said already the economic pulse of the county 
has quickened because of ARA. "The im
pact of just the steady, nonseasonable, 100-
person payroll (of Aroostook Shoe Co.) is 
very hard to calculate in dollars and cents, 
but it will be considerable. Merely at ·the 
minimum wage level this means more than a 
quarter of a million dollars annually," he 
estimated. 

informers against those who are non
members of the American Medical Asso
ciation on the side. 

secondly, inasmuch as the theme of 
the conference seemed to be self-con
gratulation for the vicious campaign car
ried out against a test of the cancer drug 
Krebiozen, the author briefly reviews the 
history of the American Medical Asso
ciation politicians' long campaign to pre
vent such a test. He concludes: 

So we learn that the greatest fraud of the 
20th century is a drug which the AMA op
posed at its inception on the basis of ques
tionable test -results, and which the Federal 
Government never has tested scientifically. 

I suggest that the general public 
should read and study this reP<>rt in or
der that it may form a more considered 
judgment on whether or not a test 
should be made of Krebiozen. For that 
is the issue involved. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
article by James Ridgeway, ''The AMA, 
the FDA, and Quacks," from the New Re
public of November 9, 1963, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE AMA, THE FDA, AND QUACKS 
Anthony J : Celebrezze has joined together 

the forces of the Federal Government with 
those of the American Medical Association in 
a holy war against medical quacks. This 
was accomplished at the Second National 
Conference on Medical Quackecy conducted 
during October 1963, in the vulgar pomp of 
the Sheraton-Park Hotel's Cotillion Room 
in Washington, D.C., in an atmosphere 
reminiscent of the naming of Miss Rhein
gold. Slender brunettes wandered about 
with klieg lights to aid photographers who 
might wish to take pictures of contraband 
merchandise including various sorts of sex 
rejuvenation equipment, electronic machines 
sold for diagnosis and cure of differing dis
eases, displays showing why calories do count, 
enlarged photographs of a once ugly woman, 
now horribly maimed because she partici
pated in a beauty restoration which turned 
out to be carbolic acid. There were speeches, 
one by a man who· felt TV had helped put 
down quackery because lt had forbidden ad
vertisers to demonstrate remedies for piles, 
an exhibition sure to distress the family; 
another by a woman who felt education was 
the answer (indeed, several speakers felt the 
one real hope lay with an educated and 
therefore outraged youth) and she was sug
gesting that every college student should re
ceive training in spotting .quacks at work. 

You left this 2-day convention with the 
feeling you had been at a training camp for 
fink!; who on their return home could make 
a collect telephone call any time to the 
Food and Drug Administration to rat on any 
doctor not a member of the American Medi-
cal Association, the one credential agreed by 

THE AMERICAN MEDICAL ASSO- all to be as authentic as an FBI badge. 
CIATION, THE FOOD AND DRUG Dr. Edward R. Annis, president of the 
ADMINISTRATION, AND QUACKS American Medical Association, said at the 

onset that the American people were giving 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, in a $1 blllion to the false purveyors of mystic 

recent issue of the New Republic there healing. Not only had they lost their money 
is a brief article which is well worth to the siren songs of modern charlatans, 
reading concerning the Conference on others had lost their lives. Physicians had 
Medical Quackery held in Washington a grave responsibility for battling this evil, 
last month under the sponsorship of the and, indeed, the AMA had been at lt since 
American Medical Association and the 1847. Unfortunately in a few instances 
Food d Dr Adm·ru physicians actually had been aiding and 

an ug 1 stration. ' abetting medical quackery by the use of 
The article is worth noting first for worthless, secret remedies. A classic exam

the observer's impressions of the confer- pie was Krebiozen, found to be ineffective in 
ence itself which he describes as a carni- the treatment of cancer by the Department 
val sideshow of sorts with a ·school for of Health, Education, and Welfare. ~elve 

years ago the AMA reported this alleged drug 
was worthless. But in the intervening years, 
the promoters of Krebiozen managed to dis
tribute and sell lt. In desperate or hopeless 
cases of cancer where medical science could 
not offer an effective treatment, the patient 
or his family has forced the physician into 
administering something other than Kre
biozen. The physician simply did not have 
the heart to refuse a desperate person's re
quest. However, the physician must remem
ber the consequences of this act. In the 
case of Krebiozen, he unwittingly gave sup
port to one of the greatest frauds of the 20th 
century. 

Since Krebiozen stands so obviously as the 
principal example of quackery to both Gov
ernment and AMA, lt is worth going into its 
history briefly. The controversy began in 
1951 when Dr. Andrew C. Ivy announced the 
preliminary results of a study of 22 advanced 
cancer patients who had been treated with 
Krebiozen. In 20 of these there had been 
beneficial results, he said, and claimed only 
that "the substance merits a thorough clin
ical study." Ivy certainly would not then 
have been considered a quack. He was vice 
president of the University of Illinois, a dis
tinguished professor of physiology, a former 
executive director of the National Advisory 
Cancer Council of the Public Health Service, 
and representative of allied governments on 
the subject of medical ethics at Nuremberg. 
Ivy had been working with Krebiozen since 
1949 when he had first met Stevan Durovlc, 
a Yugoslav who had been conducting re
search on lt in Argentina. The theory of 
Krebiozen was that the body itself contains 
an anticancer agent that explains the occa
sional spontaneous disappearance of the dis
ease, and that this agent can be stimulated, 
extracted from tissues and used ln treat
ment. Durovlc got his extracts from the 
blood serum of horses. 

Not long after Ivy announced the results 
of his study, the Journal of the American 
Medical Association in a report on Krebiozen 
reviewed the case histories of 100 patients 
treated with the substance and found that 
98 of them failed to show real improvement. 
The AMA report disdainfully described Kre
biozen as a "secret remedy." Its findings, 
however, were questioned because of the 
100 cases, 24 were said to have been mis
represented because administering physi
cians reported dtlferent conclusions than 
those of the report. Pifty-eight other pa
tients were said to have been so near death 
that they never received the fourth injection 
of Krebiozen, and none of the patients had 
been on the drug for long. In early Novem
ber of 1951, Ivy was suspended from the 
Chicago Medical Society because of his in
volvement with the "secret remedy." In 
1952 a University of Illlnois study urged 
further trial of the substance in both ani
mals and people. In 1961, after extensive 
experimental work, Ivy and Durovic present
ed results of treatment of 4,000 patients to 
the National Cancer Institute, hoping that 
these studies would provide enough infor
mation for the Institute to design clinical 
tests. But the Institute felt Ivy's results 
were inadequate, and the proposed tests were 
tabled until further scientific evidence could 
be provided. Cancer Institute officials, how
ever, made statements in private that cast 
doubt on the validity of their objections. 

In June of 1963, Durovlc filed an applica
tion for continued distribution of Krebiozen 
as an experimental drug under the new drug 
laws. The FDA, however, made no secret of 
its determination to stop sale of the prod
uct, and before the application could be re
fused, Durovic withdrew it. This effectively 
banned the sale of Kreblozen from interstate 
commerce. · In August of this year, 24 ex
perts appointed by National Cancer Insti
tute, met secretly to review 504 of Ivy's best 
cases, that ls the cases where Krebiozen was 
said to have had marked effect. The 24 
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specialists unanimously urged that a clinical 
test of the drug not be undertaken since 
they claimed Krebiozen was worthless. Be
cause of the great secrecy in whlch thls in
quiry was conducted, Senator DoUGLAS has 
felt lt necessary to make hfs own independ
ent examlnatlon of Ivy's cases. 

So we learn that the greatest fraud of the 
20th century Is a drug which the AMA op
poeed at lts inception on the basis of ques
tionable test results, and which the Federal 
Government never has tested scientifically. 

MAYOR RICHARD J. DALEY, OF CHI
CAGO, HONORED BY UNIVERSITY 
OF WISCONSIN 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the 

University of WISconsin recently honored 
the distinguished mayor of the city of 
Chicago, Richard J. Daley. The univer
sity appointed Mayor Daley "politician 
in residence for 1 day in· recognition of 
his outstanding public leadership and 
political craftsmanship. 

The honor is well deserved. Chicago's 
reputation suffered greatly in the 1920's 
because of the wide attention given the 
corruption and disorder of that period 
which certain sections of Chicago dis
played to the world. But under the hon
est and progressive leadership of Mayor 
Daley this city's reputation has been 
lifted. Under essentially the same type 
of political system; namely, a wayor and 
city council or aldermanic board elected 
from the wards, Mayor Daley has 
brought the city's ratings in law enforce
ment, safety of citizens, mass transit and 
freeways, other public works, level of tax
ation, per capita debt, attractiveness of 
city bonds. financial management and 
other civic services and qualities to the 
highest levels among large American 
cities. 

The choice of the University of Wis
consin was excellent also with respect 
to the author of the paper which the 
honored guests customarily deliver on 
such occasions. , Mayor Daley delivered 
an excellent address on "Communica
tion: Political Dilemma." Not only did 
the mayor properly point out the prog
ress made by Chicago in recent years, 
he dealt thoughtfully and convincingly 
with current problems he faces including 
public hot.ising programs, urban renewal, 
racial segregation, education and eco
nomic opportunity. · It was appropriate 
that the mayor discuss these matters in 
the context of the problems of communi
cations, for he is, himself, the major force 
working for effective communication 
among citizens and between groups and 
the city government. He asks, in the 
words of Thomas Jefferson, that institu
tions advance to keep pace with the 
times. Mayor Daley has lived up to the 
principle by making Chicago's city gov
ernment a modem and progressive in
stitution of public service. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Mayor Daley's address, which 
is relevant to many of the issues now 
before us, as it was publlshed in the 
Chicago Sun-Times for November 10, 
1963, be printed · in the body of the 
RBCORD. 

There being no objection, the address But it should be obvious that crime, blight, 
Was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, Unsanitary conditions, and delinquency can
as follows: not be contained by boundary lines. These 
(From the Chicago Sun-Times, Nov. 10, 1963) conditions generally flourish In blighted 

areas. 
COKKUNICA'l'ION: POLITICAL DILDUU Let us look at another example of the 

(By Mayor Richard J. Daley) difficulty of communication. In llUnoia 
I a.m happy to be here at Madison as the there is a State law that prohibits the es

"politiclan in residence." I do not feel that tabllshment of a garbage dump Within 1 
I am a stranger here. As one of your neigh- mile of any municipality without that mu
bors, I have frequently visited your State nicipality's consent. 
and I know that many students who attend Of course, communities Will not consent. 
this institution come from Chicago. As a result, municipalities which formerly 

In my discussion of communication I am had been able to find areas for landfill dis
concerning myself primarily With the et.rec- posal can no longer do so. 
tiveness of the press, racllo and television, in In the meantime, the existing refuse dis
achieving the objective of an informed, en- posal facil1ties are reaching the limit of 
lightened citizenry. Although there is con- their capacities. The only alternative is the 
siderable criticism of our national press, and use of the incinerator, which also has the 
on occasion I have been one of the critics, added inducement of being more sanitary. 
newspapers do publish a great amount of But no neighborhood relishes the idea of 
factual information, stories in depth, and having an incinerator either ln its commu
expert articles. The same can be said of nity or nearby. 
radio and television. The municipal executive is faced With the 

It is, however, one of the most frustrating possibillty that he will have to let the gar
experiences for men in publlc life to find bage collect in the backyard or find a loca
that although the medium of communication tion for an incinerator. 
has presented facts concerning a subject or When he does, the neighbors rise up in 
issue there 1s stm so much misconception arms and charge: .. dictatorship," "boss
about the issue. Por example, all four Chi- ism," "refusal to recognize the rights of the 
cago daily newspapers have written many fair community," and promise to vote him out 
articles and given editorial support for the of office. 
program of rebuilding the city. The Ch!- This_ is to be expected, but what is really 
cago press has contributed much to the difficult to take is the sympathy and the 
progress of ur'ban renewal. supl>Ort for their position given by many 

Despite th1s excellent coverage, however, groups in other communities. This is ag
there are stlll many misconceptions about gravated by the space given to their com
this vital field. One of the most frequent plaints by the newspapers and the broad
complaints concerning the program is that it casters. 
increases taxes, particularly property or real As a result, instead of emphasizing the 
estate taxes. Yet it should be common contribution that the site will make to the 
knowledge t~t the costs of services in slum well-being of all the people of Chicago, its 
and blighted communities are substantially focus is on the hardship of a ft!W. 
higher than required in other communities The failure of communication has become 
(police, fire, health and sanitation). particularly evident to me in the public 

Much has been written about the public understanding of the relationship between 
housing program. Many people believe that the mayor, the board of education and the 
real estate taxes support public housing. The superintendent. The Illinois State law 
fact ls that not 1 penny of the real estate provides that in the city of Chicago the 
tax supports the Chicago Housing Authority. mayo~ has ~he power to select the members 

Furthermore, the authority pays in lieu of the board of education. The members of 
of taxes 10 percent of every dollar of rent the board have the power to establish the 
collected. These payments are 2¥,a times the poltcies and to en;i.ploy a general superin
.amount paid by private owners in real es- tendent to administer the schools. 
tate taxes before the authority bought the . It has been adopted policy in the city of 
properties and redeveloped them. Chicago for the mayor to select the members 

It is also contended that urban renewal of the board from recommendations made by 
projects in the city increase the Federal taxes. a school board nominating committee com
Actually, the appropriation for rebuilding posed of 19 civic orga.niZatlons, including the 
communities by the Congress is not made to presidents of 6 universities. 
a region or to a city, but ls appropriated In 1955, when Ir~ for my first term as 
in one lump sum. When a city does not use mayor, it was charged and carried repeatedly 
urban renewal funds, the Federal taxes that in the press that if I were e~ected I would 
residents pay for that purpose are used in ignore this method of selection. It was said 
another city or section of the country. that polltics would run rampant in the ad-

Another aspect of urban renewal deals with ministration of our school systeµi. 
the complaint that land clearance programs In. the 9 years that I have been mayor, 
reduce revenues by taking existing property I have never violated that pledge. Despite 
off the tax roll. the fact that my position has been carried 

The city of Chicago has underwaJ 27 proJ- by the press, radio, and television, I have 
ects in which slum and bllghted land la been asked innumerable times in every 
being cleared with the assistance of Federal single year, by an interested individual or 
funds and then sold to private developers. group, to interfere with the board of edu-

Six project.a have been completed. The to- cation. And In the recent difflculties, which 
tal assessed value Of these projects after re- not only face the Chicago school system, but 
development has increased so that they now the school systems in many cities, I have 
produce a tax yield that is 147 percent high- been charged with neglecting my duty by 
er than before development. For all 27 re- people representing opposing viewpoints, be
development projects, which includes con- cause I am honoring my pledge. 
sU-uctlon of universities, hospitals, and other The areas where communication has 

. nonta.xpaying institutions, the annual tax failed to guide the actions of people are 
yield is expected to more than double. many. For example, such common misun-

Ma.ny people complain about the social derstanding as: 
impllcations of Ur'ban renewal. Taxpayers "The only reason for the unemployment 
who live in neighborhoods where there is no of Negroes ta their color." 
need for urban renewal aee no physical ''.Only Negroes are on relief." 
evidence in thelr communities that could · "People who are on relief are there because 
justify such expenditures. they want to be." 
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"All we need is more expressways to solve 

the transportation problem." 
"The answer to juvenile delinquency is 

jail." 
"There is no such thing as an honest 

politician." 
This inability for communication to 

change concepts or to mold opinions based 
on fact can be costly and provide tremendous 
barrier to progress. For more than 50 years 
there have been many attempts to brfng the 
educational resources of the University of Il
linois to Chicago. As a member of the legis
lature in 1939, I joined with many others in 
an effort to bring this about. 

Each year the need for a State university 
pecame more urgent. A college degree is no 
longer a luxury or a privilege for the sons of 
people who can afford higher education. It 
has become as necessary and as requisite 
as a high school diploma used to be. 
. _In seeking a location for this university 
we ran into unpredictable circumstances. 
After much consideration and searching, a 
site was selected on the near West Side, in a 
location which is probably the most acces
sible, not only for the students of our city, 
but for the entire metropolitan area. It then 
became necessary that residents of that site 
be relocated. 

It ls indeed unfortunate that in the selec
tion of sites for public improvements, some 
people must be moved and may experience 
hardship. But in a democracy the principle 
has been, and must be, that government 
should promote the good of the community 
as a whole, and certainly a State university 
would not only serve the immediate needs 
of the young people of our area, but would 
supply a vital service for generations and 
generations of young people yet to come. 

All of our dally newspapers editorially sup
ported · the university site, as did, for the 
most part, television and radio Yet, the 
resistance by a small group, accompanied by 
active demonstrations and sit-ins and with 
whom many sympathized, including myself, 
was so great, so continuous, and so harassing 
that the construction of this university was 
threatened and delayed for more than a year. 

For many improvements of this type, there 
is a great deal of support from the commu
nity when the plans are announced, but they 
disappear when the plans must be carried 
out in the face of an organized yet small 
opposition. 

The question could be fairly asked, if the 
media of communication ~ree with the fair
ness and logic of your position, and printed 
the facts, why does this communication fall 
to clear up misconception? Why does it fail 
to bring the public omcial the support he 
needs? 

The answer to that is found, to some ex
tent, by examining the media, and, may I 
say, that my remarks for the most part apply 
to the daily newspapers throughout our na
tion and not particularly to the Chicago 
press. 

The front page of every newspaper is sup
posed to contain the news of greatest impor
tance and of greatest interest. Let us ex
amine 11 headlines of a morning newspaper 
dated October 23. Let us see how many of 
these headlines contain a word which is ne
gative, dramatic, of confiict, sensational, or 
emotional. 

Here are the words which appeared in 
eight of these headlines: "Pickets • • • 
Attack • • • Spurns • • • Protest • • • Theft 
• • • Bars • • • Appeals • • • and Boycott." 

Now here is an afternoon paper of October 
22, not owned by the same publisher-and 
here are the words which appeared in eight 
headlines: "Boycott • • • Protest • • • Sub
dued • • • Crashes • • • Disorder • • • Die 
• • • Killed • • • Bomb." 

(I have not included the caption which 
appears over the daily feature "Today's 
Chuckle.") . · · 

Let us look at the front pages of news
papers of October 5--actually you can take 
any date. Of 13 headlines in the St. Louis 
Post-Dispatch, 6 contain these . words: 
''Warning • • • Burns Himself * • • Ar
rested • • • Contempt • • • Protest • • • 
and Jam." And this is one of the best news
papers in the Nation. 

Another excellent newspaper, the Milwau
kee Journal, on the same day had these words 
in 10 headlines: "Threat • • • Killed • • • 
Dispute • • • Dies • • • Raid • • • Kills • • • 
Injury • • • Delay • • • Quit • • • Burned," 
and the picture on the front page is an 
excellent photograph of an automobile acci
dent in which one can see clearly the victims 
lying on the ground. 
· The Washington Post bad the following on 
the same day: "Beaten• • •Breaks• • •Dis
unity • • • Strike • • • Morals Case • • • 
Police Question • • •Bandit• • • Seige • • • 
Beaten To Death." 

I could go on and on. I am sure that you 
will find it interesting to note the constant 
use of t.hese attention-getting words on the 
front pages of the national press, wherever 
you may live, words that are of confiict, 
negative, and are sensational. If this is the 
method by which you can ·get people to buy 
your newspaper and to read your front page, 
is the converse not true? • • • that headlines 
which are factual, informative and nonsen
sa tional will discourage the purchase of a 
newspaper? 

Apparently, this is why a great many in
formative, factual stories are carried on the 
inside pages. 

Let us turn our attention to television. 
There is little need for me to point out to you 
the eternal themes of violence, cruelty and 
misery which dominate television. 

However, I would like 1;o read to you the 
television highlights as published in one 
newspaper on . October 17. These programs 
represent the best offered for that evening. 

6:30 p.m.-A fight over a pretty waitress 
ends in death and a murder conviction. 
. 7:00 p.m.-A man wearing leg irons is 
found half dead in a river. 

7:30 p.m.-A doctor, obsessed with devel
oping a mechanism to take over in a· heart 
operation is accused of neglect by his ailing 
wife. 

9: 00 p.m.-A man attempts suicide when 
he finds himself unable to manage the family 
business he has inherited. . 

And, mind you, these a;re the highlights. 
Now the percentage of violence shown on a 
television news program is not this high, but 
news shows have a greater responsibility and 
they are faced with even a greater problem. 

Most news programs are 15 minutes in 
length. Three minutes, an exact minimum 
of 3 minutes, a.re devoted to the commer
cials. Of the remaining • 12 minutes, de
pending on the importance or interest of the 
news, 4 or 5 a.re given to international or 
national news; 3 or 4 to State or local news; 
and 3 or 4 to sports and the weather. 

Now, if we examine the segment given to 
local news and we presume that two stories 
a.re covered, we would find tha.t they must be 
covered in 2. or 3 minutes. Now television 
and radio are proud Of their objectivity and 
their fairness, but I say, regardless of th.eh" 
intentions and their wishes they cannot pre
sent both sides of an important issue fairly 
in 2 or 3 minutes. And they, too, are equally 
concerned in getting the widest circulation 
!lnd using that which is most drama.tic, most 
sen&a1tional, and· most · entertaining. 

Of colirse radio and television carry many 
informative programs, particularly in those 
hours where there are the fewest listeners. 
It is something like the use made of the 
inside pages of a newspaper. 

Recently television has been utilizing more 
of its prime time for important, informative 
programs, and I congratulate them. 

I sometimes wonder if all the media have 
been so concerned with confiict, drama, ex
citement, and vioarious experiences-if, in 
fact, they have not set up a conditional re
sponse from the public which actually dis
courages the public from reading, looking, or 
listening to informative and positive com
munication. 

There is perhaps no grea.ter example of a 
communication gap than between scientific 
progress and social progress. It was felt that 
science would not only make new discoveries 
in the physical world, but would make an 
equal contribution to our social world. 

There is no question of the contributions 
· that have been made to our material comfort 
by the use of newly developed scientific 
chemicals and processes. But these same 
chemicals and processes emit byproducts 
which pollute the air. 

The further development of nuclear re
searoh promises to be one of the wonders of 
the world. But fallout and radiation 
threat.en the welfare of every huma.n being. 

Let us understand-that the gap between 
the progress of science and social control is 
not only of local concern, but, indeed, re
gionalwide and worldwide. Air pollution 
concerns vast urban areas, fallout is world
wide, pesticides threaten the health of every 
person, automation is as much of a threat 
as a promise. 

Making a 00.oice between the benefits and 
hazards of scientific achievement or break
through is a value judgment, a judgment 
based on the ideas of sooial good, on moral
ity, on religion, not on science. 

The scientist and the specialist must pro
vide the information, the guidelines, the 
principles tha.t can bring about an informed 
public judgment. 

This communication to the elected official 
is essential, for it is in the world of poUtics 
that the social judgment will be made. 
This communication to the citizen is vital, 
for it is he who must provide the consensus 
which guides the aidministra.tlve decision of 
the government omcial. 

It has been suggested . that there is so 
much information and so many facts, so 
many problems, and so many alternatives, 
that it is beyond the capability of any person 
to keep fully abreast, to be fully informed. 

But we cannot accept the overabundance 
of knowledge as a ground to abdicate social 
judgment. There a.re many reactions to the 
dilemma. Some people a.re turning away 
from today's realities because they have lost 
their faith in the ability of the communica
tion media to help guide their decisions be
cause they have lost faith in the ablllty of 
science to help solve their social problems. 
· The enormity of facing the results of 
changing times and scientific progress, and 
the inab111ty to exercise effective social judg
ment has caused people to look backward 
when the needs for such decisions were not 
so overwhelmingly urgent. 

It leads to such attitudes as: 
Let's blast Russia off the map. 
Let's eliminate the income tax. 
Let's take away the powers granted to the 

Federal Constitution and restore them tO 
the States. 

Let's withdraw from the United Nations. 
And, as somebody has so well put it in de

scribing the leaders of these proposals, they 
have all the answers, but none of the solu
tions. 

I know that many of our people are dis
turbed by our inability to make a better 
world, but I personally believe that the ma
jority of Americans want to meet the 
challenges of our age. 

I hope that I have not given the impression 
that I believe this is a world where we have 
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made no progress, nor that I am a grim 
pessim.1at who sees no forward movement. 
I am an optimist, and my optimism is found
ed on the progress that has been made in 
my own fteld of activity, municipal govern-
ment. · 

It is unfortunate that. the progress of 
many cities baa not been fully communi
cated to the people by the press, radio and 
television. 

Let us take the city of Chicago and the 
progress that city government has made 
with the support of the people of Chicago. 

Earlier this year, the National Safety Coun
cil announced that Chicago was the safest 
big city in the Nation. 

There is not a big city in the world which 
has street lighting that can compare with 
Chicago's. Nearly every residential and bus
iness street has new, modern lights. 

Early in 1963, Chicago was given a na
tional a.ward for being the cleanest big city 
in the Nation. This continued a proud rec
ord achieved in 1959 and again in 1961. 

In the past 6 months there has been a 
steady reduction of crime in Chicag~. while 
crime rates in other cities have been going 
up. Since he has taken command, Super
intendent o. W. Wilson has created a new 
image ot. the police department. 

Our expressway system is nearly completed, 
and the use of a mass transit fac111ty in the 
Congress Expressway has become a model 
of future transportation. 

The u .S. Census Bureau of Housing re
ported that in the period between 1950 and 
1960 the number of dlla.pidated dwellings 
in Chicago was reduced by more than 50 per
cent and in the past 22h years the number 
of such dwelllnga has been further reduced 
by 6,000 or 7 ,ooo. 

Chicago has one of the most. farfiung ur
ban renewal programs in the Nation, and I 
am sure that those of you who have visited 
Chicago have been impressed by the new pri
vate construction in the Loop a.nd in the 
neighborhoods, which totals more than $1.5 
billion since 1957. 

Chicago has carried on a tremendous pub
lic works and community improvement pro
gram, while at the same time it- has con
tinued lts top ranging :financial position. 

Chicago's overall debt per capita ls the 
lowest of the five cities with more than a mil
lion population, and the fourth lowest of 
the Nation's 42 largest cities. 

Chicago ls one. of the three major cities in 
the Nation whose bonds received a Dun & 
Bradstreet prime rating. Just last July the 
city of Chicago was awarded a certificate of 
conformance for distinguished financial re
porting by the :Uunlclpal Pina.nee omcera 
Association, and ls the largest city in North 
America to be so recognized. 

Throughout the Nation there has been 
much printed about racial relations, and I 
urge the Congress to pass President Ken
nedy's civil rights bW. 

A good cleal <?f public attention 1n tb.18 
Aeld haa been directed to Chicago. Here are 
some of the facts: 

There ls a signlftcant and important mes
sage in the growth of the Negro middle class 
in Chicago. The Chicago Commtaston on 
Human Relations, in a report based on the 
census, points out that at least 35 to 40 
percent of Chicago's Negro famllles belong 
1n the middle class on the basis of their 
college education, occupational status, in
come, and homeownership. 

I would Uke to refer to a column 1n the 
Chicago Defender written October 26. The 
column contains some extrem.ely critical re
marks, with some o! which I do not agree, 
but I would llke to quote the conclusion 
of the columnist: 

"But coming back 10 yeara later ls to come 
back and 1lnd a city on the move, the Dan 
Ryan Expressway, Karina City, Lake Mead· 

/ 

ows, Prairie Shores, to name a . few wbtch 
weren't here when I left, and to discover a. 
new dignity that Chicago Negroes now feel. 
They may live in the second largest city in 
America, but it's just about the most fasci
nating and unquestionably the most excit
ing. 

"They've begun to awaken to their power 
and its attending responstb111ties. As they 
quicken to their roles as businessmen, politi
cians, civil leaders, and heads o! · famll1es, 
there's going to be that critical balance 
which wll1 make Chicago probably a truer 
American city than any other." 

I would like to give you some vital statis-
tics from the U.S. census: . 

Chicago Negro families have the second 
highest median family income 1n. America. 
Chicago Negroes have the highest median 
value of owner-occupied homes in America. 
While the median education level of all Chi
cago is 10.3, it is 9.3 for Negroes. 

These statistics are quoted from the Chi
cago Defender, the large Negro dally. 

Furthermore, the Human Relations Com
mission's report, based on t:he census, re
veals that between 1950 and 1960 the num
ber of nonwhite families in Chicago earning 
$6,000 or more increased by 1,137 percent. 

Between 1950 and 1960, for nonwhites 20 
years and over, ~ere was a 66-percent in
crease for those completing 4 years of high 
school, a 79-percent increase for 1 or more 
years of college, and a 70-percent increase of 
4 or more years of college~ 

Chicago is one of the few major cities in 
the United States where not a single stu
dent is on a double shift at school. 

I could go on at great length concerning 
the progress that has taken place in my city 
and which could not have taken place with
out the support and the understanding of 
the people of Chicago. However, I am not 
taking the position that I am satisfied or 
that the people of Chicago are satisfied. 

There is room for improvement in every 
activity. Certainly in the field of human 
relations there is much to be dorie in Chi
cago, and in many of the cities throughout 
the Nation. Throughout the country, mu
nicipal government has improved in provid
ing the basic, direct service to their cittzena 
such as police. fire and health. Municipal 
government today has adopted all of the 
modern methods and techniques of private 
industry to provide services with greater 
economy and efftciency. 

We can build bridges, desig_n safer streets, 
construct expressways, filter water, and build 
schools better than ever before. 

In this narrow sense there has been no 
failure in communication. From this great 
university, from the centers of higher learn
ing throughout our Nation, wUl come the 
doctors, lawyers, engineers, architects, sci
entists, and agronomists. 

Aa doctors, what ls your viewpoint con
cerning our increasing population of elderly 
people and their need for medical insurance 
which la not based on an oath of pauperism! 

Aa lawyers, what ls your approach to the 
lack of representation of our urban popula
tions in most of the State legislatures of our 
Nation? ' 

Aa economists, what la the answer to au
tomation, an invention which will eliminate 
more Jobs than it will create? 

And what judgments have all of you made, 
regardless of your professional training, con
cerning the great International lsaues that 

. face us? 
These are only some of the issues in which 

there ls a desperate need !or communica
tion, for the presentation of alternatives 
based on the latest knowledge, the best 
thinking. 

WW you resign yourself to the modern 
rationalization that people are but obJecta 

moved by forces so great that it ls only tu
tmty to try to change their direction? 

Will you adopt the defeatist viewpoint 
which some people call conservatism, that 
the way forward is to look backward? 

That cannot be the attitude at this cen
ter of learning, for it ls to you that society 
must look. 

The Chicago editor, Walter Howey, was the 
first to organize the statr of the New York 
Mirror. Howey's announced policy was: 
"90 percent entertainment and 10 percent 
information." 

It was explained in a number of articles 
that the New York newspaper strike and 
rising costs were responsible for its faUure. 
Not a single account blamed his policy. 

An outstanding television network execu
tive recently s-tated to a television class: 

"Television is not an art form. Our pri
mary purpose is to make a profit. Our busi
ness is entertainment. But social conven
tion requires efforts to 'uplift' the communi
ty as a. secondary consideration." 

And in the field of science, for the most 
pa.rt, social judgments, social controls are 
secondary considerations. 

I would be the first to admit I have dis
cussed the problem of first magnitude. I ask 
you to be tolerant of generalization and 
oversimplification in discussing the dllem
ma of the ages, social communication. · 

Let me reiterate: 
There are many newspapers, radio, and 

television stations that make great efforts 
to in!orm and elucidate. 

There a.re many scientists who are a.ware 
of their social responsibillty, who are par
ticipating as citizens as well as researchers. 

But, 1f we are to close the communication 
gap involving the social issues of our chang
ing world, they must. do a better Job. 

The dilemma of communication I have dis
cussed faces all elected ofllclals, not only the 
mayor of Chicago. We desperately need the 
help of all the communication media 1f we 
are to do a better job. Their power for good 
ls lm.measurable. 

As. Thomas Jefferson said: 
"The basis of our Government being the 

opinion of the people, the very :first object 
should be to keep that right; and were it 
left to me to decide whether we should have 
a government without newspapers, or news
papers without a government, I should not 
hesitat.e a moment to prefer the latter." 

Jefferson did not look backward but al
ways forward. He said: "Some men look at 
constitutions with sanctimonious reverence, 
and deem them like the Ark of the Covenant, 
too sacred to be touched. They ascribe to 
the preceding age a wisdom more than hu
man, and suppose what they did to be beyond 
amendment. • • • I am certainly not an 
advocate for frequent and untried changes 
in laws and institutions. • • • But I know 
that laws and institutions must go hand in 
hand with the progress of the human mind. 
As that becomes more developed and man
ners and opinions change with the change of 
circumstances, institutions must advance 
also, and keep pace with the times." 

These words need constant repetition. To
day, when the world has become smaller, 
when the powers of destruction have be
come total, when we are economically inter
dependent, when changes are so quick, sci
ent11lc breakthroughs so frequent, the need 
for communication has become the most 
urgent and pressing need in the history of 
mankind . 

Aa we face the future, it Is apparent that 
the challenge of today and tomorrow must 
be met by leadership working with people 
rather than by electronic brains, the drawing 
board, and the laboratory. 

Whatever progress la made will be accom
pllahed through the decisions of those elected 
by ballot. It ts through political leaderahip 
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responsive to the will of the people, a.n en
lightened citizenry, that we can achieve the 
idea.ls of a. democratic and free people. 

SALES OF SURPLUS COMMODITIES 
FOR EXPORT ON CREDIT 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
wish to comment with respect to the ex
port program and the relationship of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation to it. 

The Commodity Credit Corporation 
has a program under which sales of sur
plus commodities in its stocks are sold 
for export on credit guaranteed ~Y pri
vate banks. I underscore "guaranteed 
by private banks," because the argument 
last night and the discussion today on 
the Mundt amendment related to credits 
that were guaranteed by the Government 
bank, the Export-Import Bank. It was 
made quite clear in the colloquy today 
with the Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. MuNDTl that sales of Commodity 
Credit Corporation stocks guaranteed by 
private banks do not fall within the pur
view of his amendment and the resolu
tion that was ref erred to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. Nor do the 
sales guaranteed by private banks or 
financed by private banks fall within the 
purview of the discussion relating to Gov
ernment assistance in the financing of 
sales of commodities to Communist coun
tries. These are commercial loans for 
export to hard-currency countries, and 
not in any sense guaranteed by the 
Government. 

The credit is extended to U.S. export
ers. The exporter has to arrange for a 
U.S. bank to guarantee the payment, and 
in this instance the payment is to the 
Commodity Credit Corporation. 

The period for which credit is extended 
ranges from 6 months to 36 months. 

Since July 1, 1963, credit sales have 
been made under this program for more 
than $65 million. It has been planned to 
make sales under this program for export 
to Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Rumania, 
and Hungary. Again, these are sales, 
the credit for which is guaranteed by 
private banks, not by a Government in
strumentality. 

It is believed that it would be helpful 
to our foreign policy if these Eastern 
European satellites were less dependent 
upon the U.S.S.R. Sales to them would 
help to achieve this purpose. We have 
the surplus commodities in Government 
stocks, and the benefits we realize from 
their sale is almost entirely a net gain, 
both in terms of balance of payments 
and in Government receipts. 

It would be foolish for us to shut the 
door on this commercial market when we 
are trying so hard to make the same kind 
of sales to other commercial markets. 
At present there is an active interest in 
exporting tobacco, corn, wheat, and vege
table oils to satellite countries. I am not 
speaking of the Soviet Union; I am 
speaking of satellite countries. Other 
countries in Western Europe are· actively 
competing for this market. Undue 
delays in making credit available will 
reduce the Possibility of the sale. 

I ask unanimous consent to .have 
printed 1n the RECORD a bulletin entitled 

"CCC Export Credit Sales Program
How It Works." 

There being no objection, the bulletin 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
CCC ExPoRT CREDIT SALES· PROGRAM-HOW IT 

WORKS 
COMMODITY AVAILABILITIES 

Commodities eligible under the CCC export 
credit sales program a.re those in CCC inven
tory as listed in the CCC monthly sales list, 
and tobacco under loan to CCC. During 1962 
the following commodities were in CCC in
ventory and thus eUgible for financing: 
butter, nonfat dry milk, cheddar cheese, cot
ton (upland and extra. long staple) , pea.nuts, 
corn, wheat, oats, barley, rye, grain sor
ghums, rice (rough and milled), dry edible 
beans, cottonseed oil, refined, and gum tur
pentine. CCC has from time to time sold out 
of certain of these commodities. 

COUNTRY LIMITATIONS 

U.S. Department of Commerce export con
trol policies and regulations as referred to 
in the applicable CCC commodity export 
program announcements a.re applicable with 
respect to export of agricultural commodities 
to certain Communist or Communist-con
trolled countries and areas. 

PERIODS OF DEFERRED PAYMENT 

CCC will defer payment for periods up to 
36 months, depending upon credit need, and 
country of export. 

IN'l"'EREST RATE 

Interest will be cnarged a.t the rate speci
fied in each credit approval and shall run 
for the length of the deferred payment 
period. 

BANK OBLIGATION 

For all purchases ma.de under this program, 
there will be required an assurance of pay
ment from a. bank in the United States. 
This may be in the form of a.n irrevocable 
letter of credit; an endorsement on a. note 
executed by any party to the transaction; a 
draft accepted by the bank; or some other 
form of bank assurance acceptable to CCC. 
A foreign agency bank licensed under New 
York law, will qualify a.s a. bank in the United 
States. 

EXPORTER'S OBLIGATION -

The exporter is not obligated to buy com
modities from CCC when granted a credit 
approval. If he is going to use the credit ex
tended, however, he must purchase the com
modities within the purchase period speci
fied in the credit arrangement. Upon ac
ceptance by CCC of the bank obligation, 
CCC will not hold the exporter responsible 
for the purchase price plus interest, but 
will look only to the U.S. bank for payment. 
To the extent that the bank obligation is 
issued on the basis of the importer's line of 
credit, the exporter's line of credit will not 
be used. 

!>VRCHASES 

Purchases of commodities on credit a.re 
made in accordance with applicable CCC ex
port sales announcements to the extent that 
the commodities a.re ava.lla.ble in CCC in
ventory at the time of purchase. · In accord
ance with these announcements, the exporter 
will preEent to CCC proof of exportation of 
the commodities or subsltute commodities a.s 
provld.ed in the anouncement after the com
modities have been exported. Purchases will 
be made during the period provided in the 
credit arrangement for such purchases. 

CARGO PREFERENCE ACT 

Provisions of Public Law 664, 83d Congress 
(the Cargo Preference Act requiring ship-
ment on U.S. ftag commercial vessels) are not 
applicable to export sales under the CCC 
export credit sales progra.in. 

APPLICATIONS 

U.S. exporters apply to the Office of the 
General Sales Manager, Foreign Agricultural 
Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D.C., under credit announce
ment GSM-1, revised, giving: (a.) dollar 
amount of commodities desired to be pur
chased; (b) commodity or commodities de
sired; class, grade, quality, and quantity; 
port of export and country of destination; 
(c) period during which it is desired that 
purchases be made; (d) period of deferred 
payment desired; (e) the extent to which 
credit will be extended to the importer; (f) 
name of bank in United States which will 
assure payment. 

(Exporters desiring to purchase tobacco on 
credit apply under GSM-2.) 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the RECORD an editorial 
entitled "Bonn's Opening to the East." 
The editorial was published on May 14, 
in the New York Times. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the New York Times, Nov. 14, 1963] 

BONN'S OPENING TO THE EAST 

In a. move that could ease European ten
sions, West Germany is seeking to improve 
relations with Communist-ruled countries in 
Ea.stern Europe. Following agreements with 
Poland and Rumania to expand mutual 
trade and establish West German trade mis
sions in their ca.pita.Is, Bonn has now reached 
a similar agreement with Hungary, and ne
gotiations are going on with Czecho
slovakia and Bulgaria. 

These agreements a.re in line with Chan
cellor Erhard's middle-of-the-road policies, 
more flexible than those of his predecessor. 
They still :(all far short of diploma.tic recog
nition, which West Germany refuses to any 
country recognizing the Ea.st German regime. 
But the trade agreements, supplemented by 
German promises to promote understanding 
!or East European trade interests within the 
European Economic Community, a.re regard
ed in Bonn a.s the first steps toward a recon
cilia.~on which would help to meet Eastern 
Europe's urgent need for Western goods, 
make it less dependent on Soviet Russia. and 
perhaps ultimately pave the way for a. solu
tion of the problems of German reunification 
and European security. 

As a small advance in this direction, West 
Germany has won the approval of its new 
Eastern trade partners for inclusion of West 
Berlin in the ·"West German mark area.." 
But Soviet resistance to any recognition of 
West German rights in Berlin continues to 
hamper trade relations with the U.S.S.R., 
whose hostile attitude makes it easier for 
Bonn to agree with the United States on a. 
policy of barring long-term credits for the 
Soviet bloc. Trade is a potent political 
weapon, but without such credits its uses 
remain strictly limited. · 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
make this statement and submit these 
1tems for printing in the RECORD because 
last evening, when the Senate was en
gaged in debate . on the Mundt amend
ment-which today was withdrawn, I 
commented on the recent trade agree
ments negotiated by the Federal Repub
lic of Germany with certian of the satel
lite countries-in particular, with Poland 
·and Rumania. 

I do not want my remarks in regard to 
Germany to be interpreted as critical or 
in condemnation of that country. I fully 
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recognize the importance of German in
dustry and the importance of having the 
Federal Republic of Germany have a 
strong economy. Chancellor Erhard's 
policies have produced rather amazing 
and miraculous results for the German 
economy. 

I merely suggest that the Germans, 
who often are known as good professors, 
might well be listened to in this instance 
in connection with the consideration of 
trade policy. The Germans are as op
posed to communism as anyone could be. 
The Federal Republic of Germany has a 
vigorous record of anticommunism and 
of prodemocracy, for which we are ex
tremely grateful; and Chancellor Erhard 
is a wise and prudent man. He under
stands that it is better to trade than to 
give aid. He understands that trade 
breaks down barriers of misunderstand
ing. He understands that through trade 
it is possible not only to penetrate a 
market, but also to penetrate minds. 
And he understands that through trade, 
it is quite possible to relax tensions and 
to break away from the absolute control 
by the Soviet Union over the economies 
of the satellite countries. 

I believe that this New York Times 
editorial, which refers to recent develop
ments in the Federal Republic of Ger
many in terms of economic policy, is 
worth the attention of every Member of 
the Senate. 

THE SAO PAULO CONFERENCE AND 
THE ALLIANCE FOR PROGRESS 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

wish to comment on the developments 
at the Sao Paulo Conference, in Brazil, 
in connection with the Alliance for 
Progress. As I said earlier today, dur
ing the past week newspaper and radio 
commentators have been wringing their 
hands over the Alliance for Progress, and 
there has been a good deal of what one 
might call "doom and gloom." During 
the week we read newspaper headline ar• 
ticles about President Goulart, of Brazil, 
and the statements he made in his open
ing speech at the Conference. In that 
speech, he pointed out that trade and 
commodity prices represent the major 
problem confronting Latin America. 
Regrettably, he downgraded the Alliance 
for Progress. 

Under Secretary Harriman, represent
ing the United States, and Mr. Moscoso, 
in particular, representing the Alliance 
for Progress, were able to carry the day, 
in cooperation with our Latin American 
neighbors. The proposal which the 
United States had endorsed, and which 
was advanced by this country and other 
countries in this hemisphere--to "Latin
ize" the Alliance by establishing a co
ordinating committee for the Alliance, 
has been endorsed and is wholeheartedly 
supported by the Conference at Sao 
Paulo. 

I consider this a highly important and 
singular diplomatic victory, not only for 
the United States, but also for the na
tions which have adopted the reforms 
agreed upon at Punta del Este and for the 
nations which have actively cooperated 
in making the Alliance for Progress what 

it truly is-a hemispheric program in 
which all of us are partners. 

This great victory represents the :first 
major breakthrough in making the Alli
ance for Progress a real alliance of the 
countries of Latin America, which with 
our help can achieve the great goals of 
the Alliance. It represents a very im
portant step toward greater involvement 
of the Latin American countries in im
plementing the goals of the Alliance. 

This development should be very en
couraging to all those who think that the 
Latin American countries are not really 
behind the Alliance for Progress. They 
have shown by this step that they are 
ready and willing to shoulder their re
sponsibilities for implementing the Alli
ance and for managing the affairs of the 
Alliance with our help. As we know 
from our experience with the Marshall 
plan, this kind of self-help and internal 
management is essential if U.S. aid is 
going to be effective in helping these 
countries to help themselves. 

Our goal is to make the Alliance more 
and more a true and working alliance, 
and less and less a U.S. aid program. 

I am happy that the Senate con
cluded debate on the foreign ala bill at 
a time when there is in the air at Sao 
Paulo, Brazil, a victory note for the Alli
ance for Progress. The Alliance for 
Progress is weathering the storms of crit
icism and dissent. The Alliance for 
Progress is a peaceful revolution in this 
hemisphere of historic importance. 
The Alliance for Progress is our only 
hope for constructing in this hemisphere 
an orderly change for better living, for a 
more progressive economy, and for po
litical freedom. The alternatives to the 
Alliance for Progress are violence, dis
order, and chaos. 

This is why I have tried on this floor, 
day after day, to direct attention to what 
I consider the fundamentals and the 
main body of the Alliance for Progress 
program. 

I recognize that funds were taken out 
of the foreign aid authorization bill, when 
it was before the Senate, from what we 
call the social progress trust fund; but 
I predict that the full authorization for 
this fund will be restored in conference, 
because in dealing with that area the 
House of Representatives voted for the 
full amount of the authorization request
ed by the administration. 

Mr. President, the Alliance for Prog
ress is our best bet for freed om in this 
hemisphere. As the President of the 
United States properly said, what we are 
doing at the present time is putting into 
the entire W estem Hemisphere about 
the same amount of money that Russia 
is putting into CUba; and I cannot be
lieve that this Nation, the richest in the 
world, will do less for all of Latin Amer
ica than Khrushchev is doing for the 
island of CUba. 

Therefore, I have vigorously tried to 
defend the program of the Alliance for 
Progress. I do not do so because I be
lieve it is perfect-because we know bet
ter than that. I do not try to def end the 
Alliance for Progress because I believe it 
has produced phenomenally constructive 
results, because I know better than that. 

But I say it is making progress and it 
is vital to progress in this hemisphere; 
and I say that until someone can show 
us a better way, we had better stick with 
this way-the way of the Alliance for 
Progress. 

With further reference to the speech 
by Mr. Goulart, whom I have been privi
leged to know, and he is the President 
of a great country and a great people--! 
make the following comment: Commod
ity export prices have long been a prob
lem for all countries. In fact, coming 
from the Midwest, I think I know what 
it means when raw material prices are 
depressed. The wheat farmers, the 
dairy farmers, and all who produce food 
and :fiber from the soil know what de
pressed prices mean. One of the regret
table developments in our time is that 
most of the thinking which today con
trols nations is the thinking of men and 
women who come from the :finance com
munity or the manufacturing commu
nity, rather than by those of the 
raw materials-producing community. 
Therefore, all too often we have inade
quate appreciation of the importance of 
commodity prices. 

World markets are fickle, and the 
prices of the goods which the primary 
producing countries have to import have 
been on the rise. But in the past year, 
the situation for most of the Latin Amer
ican countries has been improving. In 
1962, the value of the goods exported 
from the Latin American countries in
creased by 6 percent, and indications are 
that this trend is continuing, 

I should add, Mr. President, that where 
there is a regional approach and where 
there is a common market, such as in 
Central America, the rise in exports has 
been tremendous-as much as 30 percent, 
and the improvement in the economic 
position has been considerable. 

Unfortunately, not all countries have 
shared in this favorable trend. The rea
son is that internal policies-especially 
:financial policy, lack of diversification 
and other elements in the domestic eco
nomic situation-have reduced the long
range benefits of a few countries from 
the improving trend. 

Regrettably, Brazil qualifies as one of 
those countries in which there have been 
severe internal difficulties. Inflation in 
Brazil is like a prairie :fire sweeping the 
country. I do not raise my voice in 
criticism because it is important to all 
the world that Brazil remain as a free 
country, that parliamentary institutions 
be preserved, and that her economy be 
strengthened. I wish to do all that I 
can as a responsible public official to 
cooperate in that endeavor. 

Our Ambassador to Brazil, Mr. Gor
don, has pointed out clearly and suc
cinctly and on more than one occasion 
that his Brazilian friends peg all their 
calculations and complaints to the high
est price level their commodities have 
reached. 

The Ambassador has carefully and 
courteously pointed out that that is an 
unreal!stic approach, that it is in the 
nature of commodity prices to vary, to 
be fiexible, and to fiuctuate, and that the 
world owes no country or producer the 
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difference between the highest price it is 
willing to pay at one time and any drop 
in price that the same world market 
develops at some· other time. 

What we have attempted to do is to 
stabilize commodity prices. We have 
been doing it through some commodity 
agreements, and some of those com-, 
modity agreements are being developed 
year after year. 

For many years in past decades Brazil 
has experienced favorable trade bal
ances, even when commodity prices 
were far below their highest levels. 
That shows that many factors other 
than the world market for commodity 
prices, as emphasized by President Goul'
art, or the imaginary evil machinations 
of a nonexistent capitalistic clique, cause 
a country to have good or bad earnings 
from its commodity exports. 

Even recognizing this and many other 
problems, the inter-American commu
nity has made considerable headway in 
key areas since the Alliance for Progress 
was initiated. 

I have mentioned before the building 
of 140,000 homes, 8,200 classrooms, hun
dreds of water systems, hospitals and 
health centers. Those instances and the 
distribution of 4 million textbooks and 
the feeding of 9 million children are just 
a few of the concrete indicators of prog
ress that are too often ignored by the 
critics or derided by the cynics. Tax 
and land reforms have got underway in 
countries wherever the political leader
ship has shown the imagination and the 
boldness that it takes to get countries 
with deeply encrusted habits out of the 
rut and into a new direction to progress. 

For example, in Brazil we have given 
evidence of our interest in working with 
the people of that country. The United 
States has committed some $700 million 
to the development of that great South 
American nation. We have cooperated 
in the building of schools, roads, water 
systems, and aided in the resettlement 
of farm families and the rehousing of 
slum dwellers. 

We are doing more all the time. Un
fortunately, billlons of cruzeiros--the lo
cal currency-in counterpart funds from 
Public Law 480 shipments have not as 
yet been put to use. The reason ls that 
we have not been able to arrive at an 
agreement with the Brazilian Govern
ment as to the proper use of those cur
rencies. We are eager to plow those re
sources into Brazil's development pro
grams because they could be of great ad
vantage to large numbers of people who 
deserve assistance and whom we want to 
help. 

Reports on Mr. Goulart's speech indi
cated that he himself recognizes the lack 
of movement toward development goals 
within Latin America. He said: 

Reality can no longer tolerate that Latin 
America remain an archipelago of nations, 
implacably separated by the sea of frustra
tions of our own difficulties. 

To that statement I am sure all of us 
would express agreement. 

That is why it is a policy to which all 
Alliance members subscribed in Punta 
del ~te; namely, to promote the eco
nomic integration of Latin America. 

That is why self-help and reform with-: 
in each of the Latin American countries 
must be the basis of Alliance progress. 

I repeat once again that the Alliance 
for Progress is a cooperative mutual as
sistance endeavor. It is a program for 
which most.of the resources, :financial as 
well as human, must come from the 
Latin American countries and peoples 
themselves. We are a big partner, but it 
is not a U.S. program. It is a hemi
spheric program. It is a program in 
which we play a part, but a program that 
is not strictly a U.S. endeavor. 

In summary, internal effort by the 
Latin American countries must be the 
essence of this Alliance. Outside aid is 
vital, yes, and can often provide the 
margin of success. But it still is only 
a margin. This is. not an aid program of 
the conventional type. This is an alli
ance-just what the word says. And 
whether, as the newspapers emphasize, it 
was mentioned once or twice or not at 
all by this or that speaker is immaterial. 
What is important is whether the poli
cies to which all 20 member nations sub
scribed are followed. We of the United 
States are willing to go a long way in 
carrying out these- policies endorsed at 
the Punta del Este Conference and out
lined in the Alliance for Progress. But 
we can and shall only help our Latin 
American partners. 

We cannot do it for them; nor should 
we. 

It is they who must make the hard 
decisions and carry on the bold policies 
it takes to move toward genuine devel
opment. For they are the masters of 
their own destiny and, as President Gou
lart says, they themselves must find their 
way out of their own difficulties. In that 
sense President Goulart's speech was 
most constructive and most realistic. 

However, I wish to make clear that 
the interpretation that has been placed 
upon some of the comments at Sao Paulo 
is not an interpretation which today can 
stand the· test of careful scrutiny, be:. 
cause today the partners in the Alliance 
have taken their part. They are sup
porting the United States in this en
deavor, and we are supporting them in 
their endeavor. We have joined ill es
tablishing now this committee of super
vision, of monitoring, of planning and 
programing-a committee . that includes 
representatives of the Latin American 
countries as well as the United States-
to better coordinate and integrate all 
the policies of the Alliance for all of the 
countries that participate in the Alliance 
for Progress. 

I am encouraged. I am encouraged 
despite the many days of debate in the 
Senate over the foreign aid bill, a de
bate which has often been interpreted
and I gather properly so-as being most 
critical of the foreign aid program. 
Some people have interpreted it as liter
ally crippling the foreign aid program. 

I wish to make quite clear that I do 
not believe we have crippled the foreign 
aid program. I think we have pl~ced 
some unwise restrictions upon those who 
are responsible for the administratiqn 
of the program, but the program wlll still 
have plenty of momentum. It will still 

have :financing. It will still have dedi
(!ated people. 

As I said earlier today-and I wish my 
record to be crystal clear-I appreciate 
the faithful service of Fowler Hamilton, 
who was the previous Administrator of 
the AID program, of Henry Labouisse, 
who is presently our Ambassador to 
Greece, who undertook in the early days 
of the Kennedy administration the de
velopment and the management of our 
foreign aid program. Those are great 
Americans. Those are faithful, loyal, 
and excellent servants of the public weal. 

I appreciate the high quality of those 
who are the assistant administrators of 
the AID program, and the tremendous 
effort that a man like Mr. Teodoro Mos
coso is making. I must say that I have 
never known anyone who was more 
dedicated to the policies and the pro
grams of which he . has been assigned 
supervision and management than Teo
doro Moscoso, affectionately known as 
"Ted Moscoso." The coordinator of the 
Alliance for ·Progress programs is giving 
of his very life to make the program 
successful. He is doing well with it. 

I know that David Bell made a great 
sacrifice in accepting responsibility for 
the direction of foreign aid. I wish to 
make it manifestly and unequivocally 
clear that he is a good administrator, 
that· nothing revealed in the debate cast 
any reflection on his integrity, abllity, 
or competence. 

Most · of what we talked about in the 
foreign aid debate were the mistakes 
of many years past, mistakes that were 
made in the process of developing for
eign aid. Many of the criticisms were 
related, I might add, too, to military 
assistance. Most of the General Ac
counting Office reports related to misuse 
of military weapons. 

The technical assistance program, the 
social progress program, and the eco
nomic development program in the main, 
have been well managed and have ful
filled their objectives. 

So I want the men and women who 
are working for AID, and those in the 
State Department, to realize that they do 
have friends in Congress. I not be-

. lieve everyone deserves a pat on the 
back on every occasion, but I, for one, 
do not like to see the State Department
that great arm of government-which 
is the f rontline of our defense - in the 
cold war and which represents the ap
plication of reason, intelligence, and di
plomacy to .the problems of the day 
downgraded or demeaned in any way. 

America is fortunate to have men like 
Dean Rusk, and Averell Harriman, and 
George Ball, and David Bell, Just to 
mention a few. When someone attacks 
the State Department, he is attack
ing these men, because they run the 
State Department.. When someone at
tacks the State Department and the 
Foreign Service, he attacks its in
dividuals. 

I said last week that the Foreign Serv
ice repres_ents our _peacetime soldiers on 
the diplomatic, political, and economic 
front~ Tb.·e Foreign Service is capable, 
able, disciplined, and trained. Our AID_ 
p~ople_ ar~ making sacrifices far beyond 
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those of many civilians: Our Foreign 
Service and AID personnel do not de
serve to be whiplashed, to be criticized 
en bloc, to be demeaned by words that 
indicate they are unworthy of their trust. 

So I believe, as we pass the foreign 
aid program and give it a big vote of 
confidence, that a vote of confidence 
should also be extended to those who 
administer the program, to those who 

work down the line and carry out the 
daily tasks of economic aid and tech
nical assistance throughout the world. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
table, "Summary of Selected Indicators 
of Physical Accomplishments." 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND SOCIAL PROGRESS TRUST FUND 

Summary of selected indicators of physical accomplishments (July 1, 1961-July 1, 1963), 
estimated 

Olass· 
rooms 
built 

Number of Number of Commu- Hospitals 
and 

health 
centers 

Number of 
people fed 

Country Homes 
built 

books agricultural nitywater 
produced credit systems 

under Public 
Law480, 
titles II 
and III 

loans and wells 

~t~~~~~================ ------50<>- 3
• m -·-·150;000- ------1; 160- ----------9- -------·--3- -- ~ ------368;200 

BraziL------------------- 1, 730 2, 250 65, 000 ------------ 152 750 3, 433, 000 
Chile .• -------------------- 1, 220 26, 500 ------------ 40, 000 60 24 1, 760, 000 
Colombia_---------------- 1, 480 51, 100 39, 550 17, 000 100 86 3, 241, 000 
Costa Rica-----------··--- 30 1, 500 132, 980 10, 200 29 ------------ ---- ----- -------
Dominican Republic______ 80 1, 300 800, 000 78, 000 ------------ -- ---------- 481, 000 
Ecuador___________________ 230 970 250, 000 10 18 1 890, 000 
El Salvador __ :_____________ 650 1, 500 665, 050 5, 180 27 7 153, 000 
Guatemala---.------------ 1, 430 2, 750 56, 000 2, 312 8 7 464, 000 
HaitL-------------------- 110 93, 440 350 --------- --- ------------ 158, 000 
Honduras----------------- 250 2, 500 455, 000 ------------ 27 ------------ 123, 000 
Mexico ____________________ ---------- ---------- ------------ 3, 000 5 ------------ 2, 547, 000 
Nicaragua_________________ 60 1, 240 130, 000 3, 000 2 18 120, 000 
Panama___________________ 347 3, 760 276, 000 500 5 10 236, 000 

~:~~~~~=======:::::::::: -------~~- ---25;900- ____ :~~~~- --------i85-
14~ ----------~- 1, ~~; ~ 

f;rinidad and Tobago_____ 50 ---------- ------------ ------------ i ::::=:=::::: :=:::::::::::::: 
v~~~lia==::::::::::::::: :::::::::: ··-14;100· -----54;000- :::::::::::: 85 
Jamaica___________________ 20 200 ------------ ------------ 13 :::::::::::: ---------~fa~;ooo 
Surinam __________________ ---------- ---------- - ----------- ------------ ------------ ------------ 31, 000 

Total (rounded)_____ 8, 200 140, 000 4, 000, 000 160,000 700 900 15,000,000 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? . 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. McGOVERN. I should like to as

sociate myself with the remarks of the 
Senator from Minnesota relative to the 
personnel who are directing our AID pro
gram and those who have responsibility 
in the State Department. 

I wonder if the Senator from Minne
sota would turn his attention for a mo
ment to another matter. 

As the Senator knows, I was absent 
from the Senate late last night on om
cial business, speaking to a national 
agricultural meeting in Fargo, N. Dak., 
which for a long period of time I had 
been slated to address. This afternoon 
I was also slated to speak to a conven
tion of wheat growers in Nebraska. I 
canceled that commitment in order to 
make a special :flight back to Washing
ton, because I had understood that the 
amendment of my senior colleague [Mr. 
MUNDT] would be pending this after
noon. 

Can the Senator from Minnesota ad
vise me as to the disposition of that 
amendment? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I express my grati
tude to the junior Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. McGOVERN] for returning 
to the Senate to~ay. We knew he had a 
long-standing commitment and that it 
was an important commitment. 

The Senator is a member of the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, and 
if any one group in this country needs 
a little encouragement these days it is 
the farmers of America. They not only 

get "kicked around" at home, but also 
they get "kicked around" in the Senate
not by the Senator from South Dakota 
or by myself, nor, I add, the Senator 
from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], whom I see 
in the Chamber, nor the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. CASE], nor the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. BAYH]. 

The situation is as follows: Today the 
senior Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
MUNDT] withdrew his amendment to the 
foreign aid bill, and introduced as a bill 
the substance of that amendment, as 
amended-to include not just grain, but 
also manufactured, processed, raw mate
rials, and industrial products. The sub
stance of the amendment, in the form 
of a bill, was referred to the Senate Com
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

The Senator may recall I said last 
night that what was being suggested by 
the senior Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. MUNDT] was a major policy deci
sion, and that we should not vote on it 
quickly or immediately, that it should go 
to an appropriate committee. I men
tioned that it should go to the Banking 
and Currency Committee. 

I am happy to say, after hours of dis
cussion, since early this morning-and 
some of us have been working on this 
since 8: 30 this morning-we were able· 
to work out an understanding whereby 
the senior Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. MUNDT] withdrew his · amendment 
from the foreign aid bill and presented it 
in the form of a new bill, which was 
read and referred to the Committee ori 
Banking and Currency. That commit
te~ will report · not later than a week 

from Monday next. It is expected that 
the committee report will be available 
to the Senate by November 25, - and 
that we will debate whatever the action 
of the committee may be, on the 25th or 
the 26th, and hold a reasonably short, 
but we hope full, discussion upon the 
substance of the recommendations of 
the committee. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. McGOVERN. Does not the Sena

tor believe that if a move of this kind 
were made and approved by the Senate, 
it would have the effect of undercutting 
the entire negotiations now underway 
for the sale of wheat to Eastern Europe 
and to the Soviet Union? ' · 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do. It is my view 
that this kind of precipitate action could 
jeopardize the entire wheat sales pro
gram, and might very well do so yet. 
Let me make it clear that I am not for 
the amendment in any way, shape, or 
form. I believe it is unwise and un
necessary. 

Incidentally, the Export-Import Bank 
was established in 1934. It was estab
lished with the prime purpose in mind, 
at that time, to finance certain sales of 
goods to the Soviet Union. 

The amendment which was offered 
last night by the senior Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. MUNDT] was primar
ily directed toward the guarantee by the 
Export-Import Bank of certain credits 
made by private American banks to pri
vate American exporters who would be 
doing business with the Soviet Union. 

I should like to make it clear once 
more that there is no business ·now. 
The Soviet Union has agreed to nothing. 
Frankly, I am doubtful there will be an 
agreement because we insist on making 
this business deal as difficult as possible. 
We are a nation of businessmen that 
does not want to do business. 

I can imagine a car salesman in this 
situation. He would refuse to meet the 
customer. Then, when he did meet him, 
he would insult him. Then he would 
tell him he could not have time pay
ments on the purchase of a car. Then 
he would tell him that his credit is no 
good. Finally, he would tell him he 
wished he had not come into the sales
room in the first place. If the auto
mobile industry had to depend upon that 
kind of salei:;manship, we still would be 
riding around in oxcarts or on horse-
back. · 

Mr. McGOVERN. I cannot imagine 
any move we could make that would be 
more of a cruel blow to American agri
culture than to take steps to close the 
possibility of making these sales. Every 
other exporting country in the world is 
taking advantage of the opportunity to 
broaden its exports. If we back out of 
the negotiations or impose conditions 
that are so unreasonable that the nego
tiations fall through, we are not hurting 
anyone but our own farmers and our 
own exporters. _ ' 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is 
correct. To show the Senator how ri
diculous the situation is, . our friends in 
Canada--and they are our friends, and 
I do not want my remarks to be inter-
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preted as being critical at all; they are 
our friends and neighbors-sold feed 
grains to Poland. They sold those feed 
grains by financing them through banks 
in New York, with AmeriCan money. 
The reason they were able to finance 
them through banks in New York was 
that Canada has an export credit guar
antee program. Any nation that does 
any business of any consequence has an 
export credit guarantee program. The 
British, for example, sell large amounts 
of machinery to the Soviet Union and 
satellite countries. They sell it under 
an export credit guarantee program. A 
good deal of the machinery is :financed 
here in the United States, with money 
out of our :financial institutions, but the 
machinery is manufactured in Great 
Britain, providing jobs for workers in 
that country and profits for its industry. 
Why do the banks finance it? Because 
the British have an export credit guar
antee program. 

The Export-Import Bank has an ex
port credit guarantee program for Amer
ican industry. We are in a situation now 
in which, if any country in the world 
wants to sell to the Soviet Union, it can 
do so. The :financing can be obtained 
in other countries of the world~ Much of 
lt will come from the United States. All 
that is necessary for a country to make 
-a sale is to have an export guarantee 
program that satisfies a · bank in the 
United States. But when it comes to 
selling anything from our own factories, 
from our own farms, :financing it out of 
our own banks with an ex:Port guarantee 
program, we say, "No," according to the 
proposal of last evening by the senior 
Senator from south Dakota [Mr. 
MUNDT]. 

That is why some of us felt the ques
tion should be ref erred to committee, 
that we ought to take a good look at it, 
that a basic policy decision is being made. 

The question · before the world is 
whether cutting o:ff sales to Russia and 
the satellite. countries will break down 
the system in the Soviet Union. · We have 
been trying to do that for 30 years, and 
it has not worked. Russia today is the 
second largest power in the world. 

The other possibility is that through 
trade we may be able to ease some of 
the tensions in the world. This is what 
Chancellor Erhard said in Germany. I 
referred to his recent e:fforts. He is the 
Chancellor of the Federal Republic of 
Germany. He says that by trade we ease 
tensions; by trade we not only penetrate 
a market, we penetrate minds. By trade 
we may very well prevent a war and im
prove conditions of the free nations of 
the world. 

The Germans have as big a stake in 
what the Russians are going to do as we 
have. The di:fference is that we have all 
the emotions, and they have all the busi
ness. We have the cost of defense, and 
they have the orders. And why? Be
cause the Congress of the United States 
insists on acting this way. Whenever 
the President or the Commerce Depart
ment want to do something that ap
proaches reasonable, normal business 
operations, somebody in Congress says 
we are soft on communism. 

We have had many lectures from our 
friends in Europe about how we help the 

Russians. They lecture us while they 
do business. Then we proceed to act 
politicaily, with the fear of certain polit
ical consequences because of a misunder
standing and misinformation about trade 
with the Soviet and satellite countries, 
and we literally cut off our nose to spite 
our face. That is what we are doing in 
this country. Many businesses have been 
moving out of the United States to 
Europe. American capital is leaving the 
United States and going to Europe. 
American companies are establishing 
subsidiaries there and doing business 
with countries behind the Iron Curtain. 
Every Senator knows I am speaking the 
truth. What we are doing is acting hypo
critically. We are pretending these 
things do not happen. There is not a 
single American business which has a 
subsidiary in Western Europe that can
not do business with Bulgaria or Poland 
or Czechoslovakia or Rumania or the 
Soviet Union. They do not give away 
their goods; they sell them and get 
money for them-good, hard cash. Of 
course, credits are involved, but they are 
good commercial credits. 

As the acting head of the Export-Im
port Bank told us this morning, as well 
as the representative of the Treasury 
Department, there has not been known 
to be one def a ult by the Soviet Union on 
commercial credits and sales-not one. 

Mr. McGOVERN. If the Senator will 
yield further, does not the Senator think 
it is rather strange reasoning that leads 
some people to believe that a Commu
nist who is hungry is a more peaceful 
individual than one who has enough to 
eat? . 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is peculiar and 
twisted· reasoning to me. It also is pe
culiar and twisted reasoning to think 
that if we sold soft, perishable goods for 
hard currency, we are really strengthen
ing the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union 
requires money, just as any other coun
try does. Whether a country is Com
munist, Socialist, or capitalist, it takes 
so much money. . There is only so much 
money to use and spend, because money 
is the measure of production. If she 
spent $1 billion for food which was to 
be consumed by her people, it would be 
$1 billion less she would have to spend 
on sputniks or missiles or bombs or atom 
bombs. I wish we could sell them $10 
billion worth of food, because then I 
would know she would not be able to keep 
up her arms race. If the people are de
nied food, it does not make them more 
peaceful; it makes them more angry, 
more warlike and aggressive, and they 
have more money left over to make weap
ons. They know how to make weapons. 
They do not know how to produce corn 
or -wheat, but they know how to produce 
bombs. I wish we would engage in a 
race, not to see who can build the biggest 
bomb, but, rather, who can produce the 
most food. We compete with them in an 
area where they have a chance of win
ning. I think we ought to compete with 
them in areas where they have no chance 
of winning; namely, food for peace. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I think the sugges
tion made about the free advice we are 
getting . from some Western European 
countries not to trade with the Soviet 
Union is a good point. On two di:fferent 

occasions I noticed that Chancellor Ade
nauer told the United States we should 
not sell one bushel of wheat to the Soviet 
Union until she tears down the wall. He 
laid down other suggestions over a period 
of months. When we sold wheat to Ger
many, they turned it into flour and sold 
it to Russia. · They did not ask for our 
consideration-it was just a good, solid 
business deal. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. And the wall is in 
Germany. It is · not in Minnesota or 
South Dakota. One would think he was 
as inte;rested in trying to tear down the 
wall when they sold the :tlour as when 
we are getting ready to sell Russia wheat. 

Mr. McGOVERN. It seems to me that 
what our competitors are saying is that 
the American farmers must be kept out 
of their market and leave it as the mo
nopoly of other countries. I would hope, 
instead of · the Senate making it harder 
and tougher for the American exporter to 
compete, it would move in the other di
rection. I would like to see some serious 
consideration given to relaxing some of 
our credit restrictions. I talked with 
some businessmen, some from the State 
of the Senator from Minnesota, some 
from my own State, and some from other 
parts of the Midwest, the other day, who 
were anxious to get more lenient terms 
of credit furnished to them which would 
make it possible for them to open up a 
mill in Costa Rica. I think that kind of 
arrangement is in the national interest, 
so that at a time when we know American 
agriculture is in trouble, when we have 
serious balance-of-p.ayments problems, 
when we know our exporters are faced 
with tough competition, far from moving 
in the direction suggested by the senior 
Senator from South Dakota, we should 
be moving in the opposite direction. 

I certainly hope the Senate will treat 
the proposal accordingly. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator. I can think of 
nothing which would be more helpful 
than to have 10,0,00 businessmen behind 
the Iron Curtain, to do business. First 
of all, they will show an example of an 
American democracy. That is what they 
will bring with them. They also will 
bring with them a tough mind, which is 
unafraid of communism or the bureau
crats they will meet there. 

Instead of that, we permit other 
countries to take on this entire oppor
tunity and responsibility. It is incredi
ble to me that we are so blind. I am 
not critical of the Europeans for doing 
what they are doing and for saying what 
they are saying, because they know if 
they will just throw out a little more 
emotion, we will not see anything but 
hatred of communism. While we are 
seeing that, they are out doing construc
tive things in the economic sector. 
Therefore, when the former Chancellor, 
Chancellor Adenauer, to whom we ·owe a 
great deal as Chancellor, made the com
ments he made recently, I am sure he 
knew that this would fan the flames of 
emotion in America, and in the mean
time the new Chancellor could make all 
kinds of arrangements and business 
deals. 

If we want to be that stupid, we should 
not complain about the Europeans Vf ho 
have a little more "saVVY." 
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Mr. President, the time is at hand to 
restudy and reexamine the entire East
West trade program. 

I believe the time is at hand for us to 
be working with our NATO allies to find 
out what policy we will pursue. It is 
ludicrous, it is ridiculous for us to pur
sue one policy while our NATO allies are 
taking over all the business opportuni
ties. This is a kind of self-hnposed un
employment program for the United 
States. 

I believe the thne 1s at hand for the 
United States of America to reexamine 
what goods we can sell to our benefit, 
which will in no way increase the danger 
to· our security, or increase in any way 
the strength of the Communist bloc 
countries. 

We ought to tighten up on strategic 
goods and insist that our allies do the 
same, that we set some limitations or 
controls. We ought to ease up on con
sumer goods, however. I believe that the 
more consumer goods we can take into 
Eastern Europe, the more they are going 
to see the diif erence between their world 
and ours, between freedom and collec
tivism, between freedom and commu
nism. 

Mr. President, I have just bee~ in
formed by a member of my staff that 
there seems to be some misunderstand
ing about the effect of the bill introduced 
today b;,• the senior Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. MUNDT]. 

The senior Senator from South Dakota 
was very clear, when he introduced the 
bill, about the purpose involved and Its 
effect and its application. 

Therefore, let me say that the bill is 
not retroactive in any respect. As the 
senior Senator irom South Dakota made 
clear in his colloquy, it does not apply to 
the Hungarian credit guarantees which 
have been approved or committed by the 
Export-Import Bank; nor does it apply 
to credits that are guaranteed. by private 
banks. 

As I indicated in my colloquy with the 
senior Senator from South Dakota, the 
bill applies only to those transactions 
which the Export-Import Bank has not 
approved or committed itself to approval, 
either orally or in writing, of export 
credit guarantees. It is my understand
ing that the Export-Import Bank has 
made such commitments with regard to 
sales to Hungary under export licenses 
issued through last night. 

That is the understanding we had. If 
the business community needs to exam
ine this question once again, I suggest it 
call the Export-Import Bank, or the ma
jority leader, or the minority leader, or 
the Senator from South Dakota, or read 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

THE SENATE LEADERSHIP 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, it is 

with great distress, and at times with 
extreme sadness, that I have noted the 
recent outpourings of the press and 
professional commentators criticizing 
the majority leadership of our Senat.e. 
Speaking as one who has been involved 
in polltlcal activity long enough to 
realize that politicians always seem fair 

game, I know that we must expect some 
degree of criticism from. time to time, 
whether such be justified or not. That 
seems to be the nature of the political 
process in this and any other country 
with so proud a history of freedom of 
expression. 

But the nature of the political process, 
which places a premium on freedom of 
expression, has also been characterized 
by a proportionate emphasis on personal 
responsibility. This is the hallmark of 
the open society. It seems that some of 
us have failed to realize this in the in
temperate criticism directed against the 
Senate leadership. 

As freedom of expression and personal 
responsibility have been symptomatic of 
the open society, an examination of the 
pathology of the closed society in our 
time discloses an unquenchable thirst 
for a scapegoat whenever there appears 
to be no rational solution to perplexing 
and continuing problems. This malaise 
has lately shown how it can begin to 
make inroads as we face the seemingly 
insoluble problems confronting us during 
the closing weeks of this session of Con
gress. We cannot afford this ennui be
cause we cannot be deterred from the 
tasks facing us and the Nation. 

I do not believe that I need to def end 
Senator MANSFIELD. Neither do I think 
that he needs to defend himself. If he 
had wished to do so, I have no doubt that 
the Senate would have been privileged to 
hear rare eloquence and logic. 

However, as a Member of the-Senate, 
I feel compelled to speak because the 
criticism presently being directed at the 
Senate leadership also reflects upon the 
Senate as a whole. There is no single 
person entrusted with all the duties and 
reponsibilities of leadership. If any
thing, ours is a c_ollective leadership with 
the assistant majority leader, the various 
chairmen of Senate committees-all who 
share in the respon~ibllities of leadership. 
As a matter of fact, every Senator is a 
leader in his own right and rightfully so. 
Because of this, if Senator MANSFIELD 
deserves the recent spate of criticism, we 
equally deserve it and should share it. 
If we -do not deserve it ourselves, then 
I firmly believe that he certainly does not. 

After the last few days of refiection, 
I am conv.:inced that precipitate.criticism 
of the Senate leadership has increased 
because of prolonged and often frustrat
ing discussion on the foreign aid bill. 
This ordeal by debate has test.ed, and at 
times bested, our known capacity for such 
indulgence. 

Although my record on votes will in
dicate that I have consistently supported 
the position of the administration and 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
on this matter, I wish to go on record as 
opposing any att.empt to resort to pres
sure and "steamroll" the foreign aid bill 
through the Senate. It is in this connec
tion that I believe the Senate leadership 
has shown its true mettle. Senator 
MANSFIELD has done an irreproachable 
job in assuring a hearing to every Sena
tor's views. If he had done otherwise 
and dictatorially forced through the bill, 
then I would have had to agree with his 
detractors. But such, thank God, has not 

been the case. He has shown extreme 
tact, fairness, and, I must add after the 
events of the past fortnight, exemplary 
forbearance. These are the gifts of a 
leader of men, but not of mobs. 

But these are the gifts of a leader of 
free men which are being criticized. 
These are the qualities which are being 
called dilatory. But tact, fairness, and 
forbearance are necessary to free and 
open discussion. And free and open dis
cussion is indispensable . in the demo
cratic process. 

Question these qualities, and we actu
ally question the integrity and sincerity 
of those of us who have debated this 
issue and proposed various amendments. 
Criticize these qualities, and we criticize 
not only the right but the responsibility 
of those Senators who believe their course 
is correct. After all, not a single one of 
us ls the sole depository of all wisdom. 

Many of the proposals of the past 
month or two have been controversial. 
The almost interminable discussions on 
the foreign aid bill have sometimes re
sulted in an injudicious choice of words. 
The net result has been the unsettling 
o!' heretofore amicable relations on the 
floor. Senator MANSFIELD, in my opinion, 
has been very effective in salving nerve 
ends being irritated by the inexorable 
passage of precious time toward the end 
of the year. And as the new year and· 
the new session face us, we tend to for
get the scholarly brilliance of a man who 
has been successful in shepherding many 
bills through the Senate and pay increas
ing attention to the daily reams of news
paper print calling Congress to task. 
To some, what is past in the' Senate is not 
necessarily prolog . but grist for the 
columnist. Even the severest of his 
critics must agree that Senator MANS
FIELD is an honorable man and a truly 
good man in the best sense. He is a kind, 
generous, and understanding human be
ing. In my eyes these are the sources 
from 'Whence :flows the strength neces
sary for effective leadership . . 

I am sure that when the last page 
of the record of the 88th Congress is 
completed, it will undoubtedly show that 
it was a successful legislative session con
ducted during a most trying period in 
our Nation's history and led by a Sena
tor deeply committed and sensitive to the 
traditional safeguards of a society de
signed to enable majority rule while pre
serving minority rights. 

It has been my privilege and honor to 
follow the Senate leadership for the past 
11 months. It is my hope that I have the 
opportunity of continuing to do so for 
many more years to come. I have 
searched the annals of the Senate and 
have come up with very few other lead
ers equal to our most distinguished Sen
ator from Montana. 
. Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Hawaii yield? 

Mr. INOUYE. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena

tor from Hawaii for what he has said in 
this message. I knew this . was 1n his 
heart. I knew this was his personal con
viction. I am confident the majority 
leader will be most grateful tor the words 
of support, of respect, and of admiration 
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which the Senator has expressed today. 
The Senator has not sPQken mere words; 
as the Senator from Hawaii demonstrates 
by his actions, here and everywhere else, 
he means what he says. 

While we have heard much criticism 
about the work of the 88th Congress, 
some persons forget that this Congress 
has been faced with some of the toughest 
decisions any Congress has had. If the 
Senate had done nothing else but ratify 
the nuclear test ban treaty, that was a 
singular achievement, because it dealt 
with the very security of this country. 
We spent 6 weeks in hearings on that 
treaty, and then many days of debate. 

We have averted a railroad strike that 
could have tied up the Nation and cost 
the country billions of dollars. The sen
ior Senator from Minnesota can speak of 
this. Dozens of times I attended meet
ings dealing with these crucial matters. 

Every once in a while I read in the 
press that we have not been doing any
thing. Perhaps 16 hours a day of hard 
work is not doing anything; but it seems 
to me that it is a rather heavy load. I 
might add that the duties of a Senator 
are not merely in committee or on the 
Senate :floor. The distinguished junior 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Mc
GoVERNl mentioned to me a moment ago 
that he had been called out to a very 
important meeting in the Dakotas to ex
plain legislation. He was asked to go to 
Nebraska to explain his wheat bill and 
other procedures relating to wheat legis-

· lation to the wheat growers of that State. 
All this is a part of the legislative proc
ess. It is a part of our duty-not neces
sarily the most relaxing part-to stand 
before an audience and explain bills. 

I am convinced that wheri the 88th 
Congress closes its book, the record in 
that book will be outstanding. I com
pare it now, and will compare it when 
we complete our work, with the record of 
the 63d Congress, the first Congress of 
Woodrow Wilson's administration, a 
Congress that enacted the Federal Trade 
Commission Act and the Federal Reserve 
System, to mention merely two im
Portant pieces of legislation. 

The 88th Congress has already passed 
imPortant legislation. This Congress 
will have done more for education than 
any other Congress in the history of the 
United States. This Congress passed the 
greatest mental health program ever 
sponsored or enacted by any nation, any 
time, anywhere in the world. We have 
passed a bill providing aid to medical 
education. 

I have a complete report of the work 
which this Congress has accomplished 
thus far. We are now approaching the 
end of only the 1st session of the 88th 
Congress. 

One would think when he read the 
newspapers that when December 31 
came, the world would stop; that all the 
reporters would say, "Stop, world; we 
want to get off." 

We will be here in January-the Lord 
willing-and some of the same bills will 
be before us, bearing the same numbers, 
and we will take action on them. We 
will pass a tax bill. It will be made 
effective as of January 1. It would have 

become effective January 1 if we had 
passed it in October. But if we pass it 
in March or in April, it will becom.e ef
fective as of January 1. 

We will pass civil rights legislation. 
We should have passed it sooner. But 
there are 537 Members of Congress, and 
all of them do not agree. 

We will pass wilderness preservation 
legislation, area redevelopment legisla
tion, youth employment legislation, and 
extended Peace Corps legislation. 

Consider what we have done in the 
field of defense, military construction, 
and Securities and Exchange Commis
sion reforms. I become a little tired of 
reading in the newspapers that we do 
not do anything. I do not think that 
is the way to get people to do construc
tive things. People should not be told 
that they are failures. 

I am a family man. If I kept telling 
my youngsters every day, youngsters 
who are growing up to young manhood 
and young womanhood, "You are a fail
ure. You are no good. You do not do 
anything,'' they would soon lose their 
love and respect for me; and perhaps, 
unfortunately, they might well believe 
what they had been told-that they were 
failures. 

Frankly, since we are talking about 
improvements, I think journalism could 
.be improved. Radio and television could 
be improved. The moral and ethical 
tones of those ·facilities could be im
proved. Many areas of life could be im
proved. 

Congress needs to be improved, of 
course. I am one who believes it needs 
new rules and some reform in terms of 
its institutions. We need not go into 
that subject here. 

What the Senator from Hawaii has 
said surely needs to be said. I saw the 
majority leader lead today. I was in 
room S-208 for more than an hour and 
a half this morning-almost 2 hours. I 
saw the majority leader come into that 
room, as I have seen him on other occa
sions after he had exhausted his pa
tience-and he is the most patient man 
I have ever met or have ever known. 

He said, "We are going to act." He 
did not get it into the newspapers. He 
did not call a news conference and say, 
"I told them we are going to act." He 
simply came to the :floor of the Senate 
and resolved a difficult problem in the 
foreign aid bill, the debate on which ap
peared last night as though it might 
last for days. 

I am delighted that the Senator from 
Hawaii CMr. INOUYE], whom I consider 
to be one of the outstanding Members of 
this body and one of the truly outstand
ing citizens of our country, has spoken 
as he has today. I consider it a rare 
privilege to be included in his circle of 
friends. 

Mr. INOUYE. The Senator from Mon
tana [Mr. MANSFmLnl, has to his credit 
an imPosing list of accomplishments at 
this session. Does not the Senator from 
Minnesota believe that he can take some 
glory and credit for those accomplish
ments? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If the majority 
leader has to take the blame for what we 

· do not do, he ought to get the creQ.it for 
what we do. 

Mr. INOUYE. That is only fair. 
· Mr. HUMPHREY. If one has to take 
the blame for error, he ought to be given 
credit for the truth. 

The majority leader has a fine record. 
It is an honor and a privilege to work 
alongside him. Perhaps I have an op
);>ortunity to know him a little better than 
many men do. His loyalty as a Member 
of this body, his loyalty to his convic
tions, to his Nation, and to the processes 
of our Government, is such that every one 
of us could well emulate him. 

He does not use the sledge-hammer 
technique; but he does use the tech
nique of persuasion, encouragement, ad
monition, and, when he needs to, the 
shillelagh-for I wish to testify that this 
morning about 14 Senators were in the 
.majority leader's woodshed, and he had 
out the shillelagh; and let me tell the 
Senate that he knows how to use it when 
it is needed, and it worked. 

Mr. INOUYE. I thank the Senator 
from Minnesota for his valuable contri
butions and his gracious words. 

RECESS TO MONDAY, AT NOON 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

have consulted with the acting ·minority 
leader, the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. CASE], as to whether there is any 
further business for today for Senators 
on his side of the aisle. We understand 
that there is not. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I now move 
that, in accordance with the previous 
order, the Senate stand in recess until 
Monday next, at noon. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 5 
.o'clock and 2 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
took a recess, under the order previously 
entered, to Monday, November 18, 1963, 
at 12 o'clock meridian). 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate November 15 <legislative day 
of October 22), 1963: 

U.S. ARMY 

Lt. Gen. Robert William Porter, Jr., 018048, 
Army of the United States (major general, 
U.S. Army), for appointment as indicated, 
under the provisions of title 10, United States 
Code, section 711; to be senior U.S. Army 
member of the M111tary Staff Committee of 
the United Nations. 

The following-named omcers for tempo
rary appointment in the Army of the United 
States to the grades indicated, under the 
provisions of title 10, United States Code, 
sections 3442 and 3447: 

To be major generals 
Brig. Gen. Robert Howard York, 021341, 

Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Harry William Osborn Kinnard, 
021990, Army of the United States (lieu
tenant colonel, U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Charles Edward Johnson 3d, 
019534, U .S. Army. 

Brig. Gen. George Paul Sampson, 042926, 
U.S,Army. 

Brig. Gen. William Carl Garrison, 030144, 
U.S. Army. 

Brig. Gen. John Graham Zierdt, 020632, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 
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To be brigcuUer generals 

Col. Harry George Woodbury, Jr., 021432, · 
U.S. Army. 

Col. Paul Alfred Feyereisen, 039089, Army 
of the United States (Ueutene.nt colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Byron Ludwig Steger, 019661, Medical 
Corps, U.S. Army. 

Col. Robert Mabry Williams, 021801, Army 
of the United Sta.tea (lieutenant colonel, 
Judge Advocate General's Corps, U.S. Army). 

Col. George Bibbs Pickett, Jr., 023932, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo
nel, U.S. Army). 

Col. Richard George ctccolella, 034117, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo
nel, U.S. Army). 

Col. Oha.rles Allen Corcoran, 031721, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). - . 

Col. Livingston Nelson Taylor, Jr., 021853, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo
nel, U .8. Army). 

Col. John Keith Boles, Jr., 022025, Army of 
the United States (lleutemmt colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Ool. Joseph Schuyler Hardin, 023126, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

U.S. Am FORCE 

The following-named omcer to be placed 
on the retired list in the grade indicated, un
der the provisions of section 8962, title 10, of 
the United States Code: 

To be lieutenant general 
Lt. Gen. Troup Miller, Jr., 559A (major 

general, Regular Air Force) , U .s. Air Force. 
The following-named oftlcer to be assigned 

to a position of importance and responsib111ty 
designated by the President in the grade in
dicated, under the provisions of section 8066, 
title 10, of the United States Code: 

To be lieutenant general 
MaJ. Gen. Hewitt T. Wheless, 1609A, 

Regular Air Force. . 
U .8. MAaINz CoRPS 

To be lieutenant generals 
MaJ. Gen. Leonard F. Chapman, Jr., U.S. 

Marine Corpe, having been designated, in ac-

s. 

•' 

cordance with the provisions of title 10, 
United States Code, section 5232, for com
mands and other duties determined by the 
President to be within the contemplation of 
said section, for appointment to the grade in
dicated while so serving. 

Maj. Gen. Victor H. Krulak, U.S. Marine 
Corps, having been designated, in accordance 
with the provisions of title 10, United States 
Code, section 5232, for commands and other 
duties determined by the President to be 
within the contemplation of said section, 
for appointment to the grade indicated while 
so serving: 

The :following-named omcers of the Marine 
Corps Reserve :for permanent appointment to 
the grade indlca ted: 

To be major general 
Walter A. Churchill. 

To be brigadier generala 
Richard A. Evans. 
Robert B. Bell. 

U.S. NAVY 
Vice Adm. Wllliam R. Smedberg III, U.S. 

Navy, for appointment to the grade 
indicated: 

Vice admiral on the retired list pursuant 
to title 10, United States Code, section 5233. 

Rear Adm. Charles C. Kirkpatrick, U.S. 
Navy, for appointment aa indicated: 

Chief of Naval Personnel, for a term of 4 
years, pursuant to title 10, United Staites 
Code, section 6141. 

To be vtce admirals 
Rear Adm. Charles c. Kirkpatrick, U.S. 

Navy, having been designated, under the pro
visions Of title 10, United States Code, sec
tion 6231, :for commands and other duties 
determined by the President to be within 
the contemplat19n of sa.14 section, for ap
pointment to the grade indicated whtle so 
serving. 

Rear Adm. Wallace M. Beakley, U.S. Navy, 
for appointment to the grade tndJca.ted on 
the retired list, pursuant to the provisions of 
title 10, United States Code, section 5233. 

Rear Adm. Leonidas D. Coe.tee, Jr., U.S. 
Navy, for reappointment aa indicated: 

Chief of Naval Resee.rch in the Depanment 
of the Navy for a term of 1 year. 

The following-named oftlcers of the Naval 
Reserve for temporary promotion to the 
grade indicated, subject to quallflca.Uon 
therefor as provided by law: 

LINJC 

To be rear a4miral 
Richard D. Adams 

CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS 

To be rear admiral 
Edward H. Gessner 
The following-named omcers of the Naval 

Reserve for permanent promotion to ihe 
grade indiowted. 

LlNB 

To be rear admirals. 
Harry R. Canaday 
William c. Hughes 

MEDICAL CORPS 

To be rear admirals 
Raymond T. Holden 
Hugh Warren 
Donald E. Hale 

SUPPLY CORPS 
To be rear admirtd 

Edward J. Costello, Jr. 
DENTAL COB.PS 

To be rear admiral 
Samuel S. Wald 

IN THE ARKT 

The nominations beginning Gordon L. 
Smith to be lieut.enant colonel, and ending 
LeRoy F. Foreman to be first lieutenant, 
which nomtna.tions were received by the Sen
ate and appeared 1n the CoNGUSSIONAL REC
ORD on October 29, 1963. 

IN THE Am FOB.CE 

The nominations beglnnlng William M. 
Redmond to be major, and ending Peter J. 
Wolfe to be second lieutenant, which nom
inations were received by the Senate and ap
peared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on Oc
tober 30, 1963. 
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